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ABSTRACT
This dissertation was designed to investigate school leadership vis-a-vis school
culture and student achievement outcomes to ascertain whether there were correlations
between servant leadership behaviors and attitudes of high school principals and the
overall success of their schools, as measured by student achievement on normreferenced tests. The correlations between school leaders’ attributes and overall school
culture also was examined. Secondary school principals and their faculty drawn from
Minnesota school districts were surveyed and the results were analyzed, both as a whole
and factoring for academic performance as well when considering demographic features.
Analysis of the data revealed a significant relationship between the perceptions
of servant leadership behaviors reported by the sampled administrator and his or her
faculty. An even stronger relationship was reported to exist between the faculty and
high school principal’s response to climate indicators. Similar associations were found
in the relationship among servant leadership behaviors and the school’s organizational
climate.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
High schools in the United States are under an intense degree of scrutiny today
unparalleled to what has been seen in decades past. University faculty and employers
lament that high school graduates do not have the knowledge and practical competencies
to perform adequately in college or work environments. The senior year in particular is
often viewed as an educationally unproductive wasteland (Conley, 2001). This study was
intended to provide an understanding of the research completed, to date, relating to the
potential relationship between the characteristic behaviors of servant leaders, school
climate and school effectiveness.
High school principals across the state of Minnesota, like most public schools
throughout the nation, are under heightened awareness about the urgent need to improve
their schools and make them more challenging and relevant to student needs. There is a
continued consensus for Minnesota’s students to graduate with the knowledge and skills
necessary to further learning through post-secondary education. To this end, districts and
states are called upon to quantify gains in student achievement to meet standards
established by the federal government in the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), signed
into law in January 2002. President George W. Bush announced No Child Left Behind as
his framework for bipartisan education reform, an initiative that he described as the
cornerstone of his administration. President Bush emphasized his deep belief in
1

our public schools, but an increasing concern is that too many of our neediest children are
being left behind despite the nearly $200 billion in Federal spending since the passage of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). President George W.
Bush has declared that at least 2 years of college are needed to function effectively in
today’s work force (Kelderman, 2004) and this position has been affirmed numerous
times by various advocacy groups (National Commission on the High School Senior
Year, 2001). However, for every 100 U.S ninth-grade students, only 68 will graduate
from high school on time and about 40 will immediately enroll in higher education after
graduation (Office of the Press Secretary, 2005). Equally troubling, only 27 of the 100
ninth graders will remain in college a second year (National Center for Public Policy and
Higher Education, 2004). President George W. Bush has advocated aggressively for
reform and has called for bipartisan solutions based on accountability, choice, and
flexibility in all Federal education programs. No Child Left Behind is designed to change
the culture of America’s schools by closing the achievement gap, offering more
flexibility, giving parents more options, and teaching students based on best practices
(U.S. Department of Education, 2004). This Federally-sponsored bill has created a major
philosophical rift among many in the education profession. This philosophical shift to
create educational excellence for all students was expanded by Elmore (2004):
The central theme of education reform policy since at least the early 1990s has
been accountability for student performance. This represents a dramatic and
sustained shift in the focus of federal, state, and local policy from the distribution
of inputs (mainly money) to outputs (generally in the form of student scores). All
states will be required to adhere to a relatively narrow set of design criteria for
2

accountability systems-annual testing of all students; disaggregating of student
scores by demographic groups; progressive oversight and sanctions for poorly
performing schools; and provision of parental choice for parents of students in
chronically low-performing schools, among others, (p. 2)
School districts are facing the need to show sustained incremental improvements as
mandated by NCLB while understanding the financial shortfalls resulting from the
realities of the economy of the new millennium. In his book, Savage Inequalities, Kozol
(1991) argued that the biggest problem in our public educational system is the severe lack
of funding and the gross inequalities that are present among school districts. Whereas
many children of middle and upper class neighborhoods are given the material and
intellectual resources that will allow them to obtain high social status, solid employment,
and stable incomes, many other children are denied this privilege because of their
economic background and location.
In the state of Minnesota, the Department of Education assigns each school an
annual grade, based on several criteria, the most critical of which is student performance
on the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments (MCA II). Schools and districts are
required to meet targets on the MCA II reading and mathematics tests to meet Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP). Each school has targets in reading and mathematics for
participation and proficiency. This evaluation system was designed to put significant
pressure on schools to improve student-learning outcomes in order to gain and maintain
the distinguished five-star rating. NCLB requires public reporting on the extent to which
schools are making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) toward the goal of having all
students proficient in math and reading by the 2013-2014 school year. The Minnesota
3

Department of Education makes these AYP determinations, based on reading and math
test scores, test participation rates, attendance rates, and graduation rates. Presently,
reading and mathematics tests are given in Grades 3-8, 10, and 11. In the spring of 2008,
science tests also will be given in Grades 5 and 8 and once in high school, depending on
when students complete their life sciences curriculum (Minnesota Department of
Education, 2006).
Individual schools are held accountable for their overall performance and for the
performance of various student subgroups within the school population. The law
specifies sanctions for schools that fail to make AYP for at least 2 consecutive years.
School districts may have to offer parents the options of transferring their children to
other schools or enrolling them in supplemental educational services (such as after school
tutoring). If schools continue to under-perform, NCLB subjects them to corrective
actions such as replacement of staff or curriculum or restructuring (Minnesota
Department of Education, 2006).
In assessing Minnesota’s educational success vis-a-vis the NCLB, in 2002
approximately 472 of the state’s 2,500 schools failed to make adequate yearly progress,
and 48 were rated in the corrective action category (Minnesota Department of Education,
2006). The results of this assessment provide challenges to our current academic
performance. In these times of shifting political and economic currents, quality
leadership skill sets are essential to help educational organizations understand the
complexities cf systems, inspire capacity building and engage in reflective conversations
regarding practice.
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Gardner (1990) stated:
In any functioning society everything-leadership and everything else-takes place
within a set of shared beliefs concerning the standards of acceptable behavior that
must govern individual members. One of the tasks of leadership, at all levels, is
to revitalize those shared beliefs and values, and to draw on them as sources of
motivation for the exertions required of the group. Leaders can help to keep the
values fresh. They can combat the hypocrisy that proclaims values at the same
time that it violates them. They can help us understand our history and our
present dilemmas. They have a role in creating the state of mind that is the
society. Leaders must conceive and articulate goals in ways that lift people out of
their preoccupations and unite them toward higher ends. (p. 191)
Applying Gardner’s (1990) concept of leadership to public schools, it is the
school leader who bears the responsibility for raising the level of consciousness of the
entire school community (teachers, parents, and students) to make the changes necessary
to move the school towards significant levels of performance. The end goal of such
change efforts is the improvement of student learning outcomes and a concern for
continued learning. According to Kouzes and Posner (2002), they clearly stated new
fundamentals of educational practice:
Model the way to inspire a shared vision, challenge the process, enable others to
act, and encourage the heart: these are the leadership practices that emerge from
personal-best cases. But they paint only a partial picture. The portrayal can be
complete and vivid only when we add in what constituents expect from their
leaders. What leaders say they do is one thing; what constituents say they want
5

and how well leaders meet these expectations is another. Leadership is a
reciprocal process between those who aspire to lead and those who choose to
follow. Any discussion of leadership must attend to the dynamics of this
relationship. Strategies, tactics, skills, and practices are empty without an
understanding of the fundamental human aspirations that connect leaders and
constituents, (p. 23)
Schools, as organizations, must deal with the challenges brought about by change.
Maintaining the status quo, no matter how stellar, is not a viable option. In spite of the
recent movement toward democratization and decentralization of schools (including
parents, teachers, the community and students themselves in the decision making), it is
school leadership that remains key for setting the tone for each school. Productivity and
profitability measurements set the course for improvement within the business sector just
as school leadership does within the academic arena. In doing so, both types of leaders
can effect change and provide increased opportunities for organizational success. School
principals, as primary leaders within the school, are capable of providing intentional
direction toward increased organizational performance. Thus, school leadership may
prove to be a significant factor in the effort to improve student achievement to meet both
federal and state mandates as well as to provide the contextual supports for continued
learning beyond the high school diploma.
The initiation of a new leadership focus was examined by the works of Bums
(1978) and Bass (1985). This research regarding transformational leadership has become
a very popular concept in recent years. Researchers and practitioners alike have
gravitated to the theory and have employed it in a variety of organizational settings. Such
6

research and discussion of leadership has focused on relational leadership (from
transactional to transformational) with each style of leadership based on the leader’s
relationships with his or her followers or subordinates. Greenleaf (1977) first identified
and described one type of relational leadership, calling it servant leadership. The focus of
servant leadership is on others rather than self and on understanding of the role of the
leader as a servant. Pollard (1996) spoke of this role as one that inspires a higher plane of
motivation with little evidence of self-interest. The servant leader’s primary objective is
to serve and meet the needs of others, which should be the prime motivator for leadership
(Russell & Stone, 2002). Greenleaf is identified and credited for initiating this concept
that promotes the calling to serve, then to lead. The primary emphasis in servant
leadership is on having a heart for service and meeting the needs or those in the
organization, rather than on self-promotion by the leader.
Servant leadership has received limited attention from contemporary educational
research. Yet, organizational research that has received much attention has application to
the educational arena. Hunter (2004) defined leadership as “the skills of influencing
people to enthusiastically work toward goals for the common good with character that
inspires confidence” (p. 32).
The operative words in this definition are skills, influencing, and character. Both
transformational leadership and servant leadership emphasize the importance of
appreciating and valuing people, listening, mentoring or teaching, and empowering
followers. These theories are most similar in their emphasis upon individualized
consideration and appreciation of followers.
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Similar to the concept of servant leadership is Fullan’s (2001) concept of moral
leadership (purpose). According to Fullan, moral purpose bears similarities to servant
leadership because of its focus on developing relationships at all levels of the
organization. To strive to improve the quality of relational connections is a public value
of any democratic organization. Sergiovanni (1999) drew the same conclusion about
what he called the life world of leadership:
Ask the next five people you meet to list three persons they know, either
personally or from history, who they consider to be authentic leaders. Then have
them describe these leaders. Chances are your respondents will mention integrity,
reliability, moral excellence, a sense of purpose, firmness of conviction,
steadiness, and unique qualities of style and substance that differentiate the
leaders they choose from others. Key in this list of characteristics is the
importance of substance, distinctive qualities, and moral underpinnings.
Authentic leaders anchor their practice in ideas, values, and commitments, exhibit
distinctive qualities of style and substance, and can be trusted to be morally
diligent in advancing the enterprises they lead. Authentic leaders, in other words,
display character, and character is the defining characteristic of authentic
leadership, (p. 17)
The role of high school principals reflects a high level of responsibility to the
child and the adults who serve them. Bottery (1992) offered the view that ethical school
administrators must lead in a manner that centers upon the characteristics of
transformation, vision, empowerment, and ethics among others.

8

In discussing the importance of taking responsibility for and committing to
building community and character in schools, Sergiovanni (1999) affirmed that leaders
with character anchor their practice in covenants and can be trusted to be ethically
grounded in qualities of style and substance, and can be trusted to be morally diligent in
honoring, promoting, and advancing the organizations they lead. Sergiovanni also
claimed that there is a distinct connection between school character and school
effectiveness defined by high student achievement, caring school ethos, and sustained
student performance.
A rising chorus of voices is asking all Americans to recognize that our nation’s
schools are falling short and are in need of repair. Robert Gordon, education advisor to
John Kerry, pleaded passionately for all to realize that if we rectify our most glaring and
manifest shortcomings, then we can achieve a new American social phenomena where:
“Birth doesn’t dictate destiny” (p. 24).
Statement of the Problem
Today’s American Public School Systems are rife with specific standards of
accountability while facing a dearth of resources and support. Forward thinking public
educators face significant regulatory pressures including state and federal government
school program evaluations, accreditation, and public expectations of enhanced student
performance, coupled with decreasing fiscal resources. Today’s public school leaders
must have the skills, behaviors, and characteristics necessary to build capacity within the
ever-changing schools they serve. The most successful high school principals are those
who have learned to keep essential important elements in balance. According to Ouchi
(2003), those elements include giving teachers and principals the freedom to be
9

entrepreneurs, controlling their own budget, holding everyone accountable for student
performance, delegating authority, relentlessly focusing on student achievement,
developing a community of learners, and giving program choices to families.
History and experience have shown that reform pursuits should not be attempted
as a piecemeal or a cafeteria of ideas. Isolated initiatives that do not address school wide
reform have most often failed. Those ideals that target a broad array of elements built
into a systemic framework for school improvement have revolutionized both theory and
practice.
The leadership needed for this revolutionary period focuses the basics of human
values of hope, purpose, and passion for the greater good. In spite of the current
movements towards dispersed team leadership, empowerment, and inclusion of
stakeholders, it remains the high school principal who has both the opportunity and the
responsibility to create a positive organizational environment through effective leadership
at the site level. The difficulty lies in the unclear evidence related to the correlation
between a school principal’s servant leadership behaviors and student performance.
The current cultures in which secondary high school principals find themselves
offers significant challenges. Among these include meeting the increasing demands
placed on their institutions to demonstrate continuous improvement in student
performance as measured by requirements set by federal legislation as well as the
requirements implicit in Minnesota’s use of academic performance indexes and
measurements. More urgent is the fact that students are reportedly leaving the
educational system prematurely in part because they lack important skills, including
writing ability, correct grammar, spelling, and basic math computation (Johnson, Duffett,
10

Vine, & Moye, 2003). Indeed, three fifths of students in public 2-year colleges and one
quarter in 4-year colleges and universities require an average of 1 or more years of
remedial coursework because they are not adequately prepared for the level of academic
challenge presented in the college curriculum (Adelman, 2005; Wirt et al., 2004). This is
problematic because more than a quarter of 4-year college students who must take three
or more remedial classes end up leaving college after the first year ( Adelman, 2005;
National Research Council, 2004).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was to examine the relationship among the behaviors
and attitudes of servant leaders (as perceived by both those leaders themselves and by
their respective faculty members), organizational culture, and student achievement as
measured by the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA II).
Research conducted as a part of this study included gathering data from secondary
high school public school administrators and their respective faculties. Participation from
Minnesota schools was sought with focus on metro, suburban, and greater Minnesota
districts. Educational organizations were selected from the 14 schools invited by the
Minnesota State Department of Education to participate in the High School Action
Research Project for “Minnesota Lighthouse High Schools” in June, 2005. Independent
variable data were gathered, utilizing the Organizational Leader Assessment (OLA) (see
Appendix A) (Laub, 1999). Dependent variable data included MCA II scores in reading
and math. This data was then analyzed to ascertain what the relationship was among
servant leadership behaviors and organizational success as measured by the determining
variable (student achievement). Analysis of principal and teacher perceptr is of school
11

,

climate, based on specific questions in the OLA, also were conducted to determine if
correlations exist between servant leader behaviors on the part of principals and
organizational climate, as perceived by both the high school principal and their respective
faculties.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of this study is based on the research-based theories of
Dr. Robert K. Greenleaf. The theory is termed servant leadership. Greenleaf coined the
term servant leadership in 1970 and applied it to business and educational institutions in
his seminal essay, “The Servant as Leader.” Three decades later, servant leadership
continues to intrigue aspiring leaders with its promise, its paradox, and its intuitive
attractiveness. This framework, constructed by Greenleaf, has its foundation rooted in
the truths associated with listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion,
conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and
building of community.
Research Questions
The primary research questions addressed in this correlational study of servant
leadership in public schools and its impact on student achievement were as follows:
1. To what extent do high school principals exhibit servant leadership behaviors
and attitudes in their leadership based on their own perception and as
perceived by their respective faculty members?
2. How do high school principals and their faculty perceive the school’s
organizational climate at their respective high schools?
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3. What is the relationship between the high school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and faculty perceptions of the school’s organizational culture?
4. What is the relationship between the high school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and student achievement?
5. What is the relationship between administrative and faculty perceptions of the
school’s organizational culture and student achievement?
6. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the
degree of perceived servant leadership characteristics?
7. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the
degree of perceived organizational culture?
Importance of the Study
At no time in recent memory has the need for effective and inspired leadership
been more pressing than it is today. With the current economic and academic shortfalls,
schools in the United States are ’ eing challenged to provide improvement and value
added opportunities for all learners. The expectation that no child be left behind in a
world and in an economy that will require everyone’s best is not likely to subside.
Educational leaders at the national, state, district, and site level must look to every
possible means to reach and to sustain gains in levels of student achievement.
The advent of performance-based accountability systems is an important and
powerful shift in the governance of American public education. It is also a highly
problematical shift. It represents limited knowledge of how schools operationally attain
success, how they continuously improve, and what is reasonable to expect schools to do.
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A quantitative weight on the leadership style of educational leaders may provide one
means to sustain and improve these growing outcomes of learning.
The Delimitations
This study is limited to public high school principals and faculty from 14 selected
high schools limited in scope to those selected by the Minnesota Department of
Education as “Lighthouse High Schools.” This study is also limited solely to the 2006
report of school performance in mathematics and reading. No other performance data
trends were analyzed parallel to this study. Also, this study was not an attempt to
determine whether or not various expanded development opportunities would affect the
quality of the leader’s characteristics, organizational climate, or quality of leaning.
Additionally, this study did not disaggregate responses by geographic areas (metro,
suburban, regional, or greater Minnesota).
Definition of Terms
AYP: A statewide accountability system mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 that requires each state to ensure that all schools and districts make
Adequate Yearly Progress.
Conventional Morality: Lawrence Kohlberg’s theory of good interpersonal relationships.
At this stage people see morality as more than simple deals. They believe that
people should live up to the expectations of the family and community and
behave in “good” ways. Good behavior means having good motives and
interpersonal feelings such as love, empathy, trust, and concern for others.
Delphi Survey: A Delphi survey is a structured group interaction process that is directed
in “rounds” of opinion collection and feedback. Opinion collection is achieved by
14

conducting a seri es of surveys using questionnaires. The result of each survey will
be presented to the group and the questionnaire used in the next round is built
upon the result of the previous round
ESEA: The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, designed by Commissioner of
Education Francis Keppel, was passed on April 9, 1965. This piece of legislation
constituted the most important educational component of the “War on Poverty”
launched by President Lyndon B. Johnson. Through a special funding (Title I), it
allocated large resources to meet the needs of educationally deprived children,
especially through compensatory programs for the poor.
MCA II: The Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments—Series II (MCA-IIs) are the state
tests that help districts measure student progress toward Minnesota’s academic
standards and meet the requirements of No Child Left Behind. They are used to
determine whether schools and districts have made adequate yearly progress
toward all students being proficient in 2014.
McREL: Based in Denver, Colorado, McREL was incorporated in 1966 as Mid
continent Regional Educational Laboratory, a nonprofit organization created to
help educators in the nation’s heartland bridge the gap between research and
practice.
Minnesota Lighthouse Schools: Minnesota model high schools that use research and best
practices to develop and implement programs aimed at increasing student
achievement (see Appendix H).

15

MNSCU: The Minnesota State Colleges and Universities system comprises 32 colleges
and universities, including 25, 2-year colleges and seven state universities. The
system is separate from the University of Minnesota.
NCLB: On January 8, 2002, President Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) of 2001 that reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA). NCLB significantly raises expectations for states, local school districts,
and schools in that all students will meet or exceed state standards in reading and
mathematics within 12 years.
NASSP: National Association of Secondary School Principals.
NGA: National Governors Association.
OLA: Organization Leadership Assessment: The purpose of this instrument is to allow
organizations to discover how their leadership practices and beliefs impact the
different ways people function within the organization (see Appendix A).
Post-Conventional Morality: Lawrence Kohlberg’s theory that basically believes that a
good society is best conceived as a social contract into which people freely enter
to work toward the benefit of all. They recognize that different social groups
within a society will have different values, but they believe that all rational people
would agree on two points. First they would all want certain basic rights, such as
liberty and life, to be protected; and second, they would want some democratic
procedures for changing unfair law and for improving society.
Pre-Conventional Moral Reasoning: Lawrence Kohlberg’s theory of obedience and
punishment orientation similar to Piaget’s first stage of moral thought. The person
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assumes that powerful authorities hand down a fixed set of rules, which he or she
must unquestioningly obey.
PLC: Professional Learning Community described as a collegial group of administrators
and school staff who are united in their commitment to student learning.
Servant leadership: Servant leadership is a practical philosophy, which supports people
who choose to serve first, and then lead as a way of expanding service to
individuals and institutions. Servant leaders may or may not hold formal
leadership positions. Servant leadership encourages collaboration, trust, foresight,
listening, and the ethical use of power and empowerment.
Transactional Leadership: Defined by an economically based exchange relationship
where the leader promotes uniformity by providing extrinsic (positive or negative)
rewards to the collaborators.
Transcendental Leadership: Defined by a contribution-based exchange relationship. The
leader promotes unity by providing fair extrinsic rewards, appealing to the
intrinsic motivation of the collaborator, and developing their transcendent
motivation.
Transformational Leadership: Defined by a work-based exchange relationship where the
'•\ider promotes alignment by providing fair extrinsic rewards and appealing to
the intrinsic motivation of the collaborators.
Summary
The purpose of this research was to examine the relationship among the behaviors
and attitudes of servant leaders (as perceived by both those leaders themselves and by
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their respective faculty members), organizational culture, and student achievement as
measured by the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment.
High school principals and the schools they serve have been the target of
increased accountability and pressed by governing leaders who insist that student
academic performance improve. Likewise, students need to have the capacity and
inspiration to continue learning through post-secondary experiences. The federal
government is putting ever-increasing pressure on the states to that end. The states, in
their turn, are busy creating incentives for local systems to raise academic performance.
This enormous challenge poses great opportunity to answer the call for the
implementation of innovative leadership skills from mature practices of character,
integrity, and organizational service.
The complexities of leadership and the diverse tneories from previous research
are important in comprehending the potential relational factors that connect the character
qualities of the leader to the organization’s climate and performance outputs.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter was to review the literature that supports this study
and the methodology that will be utilized to study the problem. This review of literature
was intended to provide the reader with an understanding of the research completed, to
date, relating to the potential relationship among servant leadership behaviors of school
administrators and school effectiveness as measured by student achievement measures.
Servant leadership has been the focus of limited research, particularly in the field of
secondary public education. The current tide of quantifiable student performance
measurement lends to the need for considering all possible factors that may contribute to
increased school performance. High school principals need to improve student
achievement continually if they are to meet the requirements of state educational
evaluation programs as well as meet the annual yearly progress (AYP) requirements of
the NCLB.
The increasing focus on accountability, coupled with the advances in the metrics
that enable improved quantification of research data, has fostered an increased emphasis
on the study of leadership and its impact on learning outcomes in our public educational
settings. According to Elmore (2004), schools and school systems, as they are presently
constituted, “are simply not led in ways that enable them to respond to the increased
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demands they face under standards-based reform” (p. 42) As further stated by Elmore,
“If leaders respond to standards-based reforms the way they have responded to other
attempts at broad-scale reform of public education over the past century, they will fail
massively and visibly with an attendant loss of public confidence and serious
consequences for public education” (p. 42). Thus, the assumption is made that leadership
may be a key ingredient in improving measurable educational outcomes, and research
efforts to quantify such connection have increased. As Gardner (1990) stated:
For well over a decade we have been warned that if we do not put our academic
house in order, others, who pay for our services, will step in to do so. They have
begun to do this. We must act quickly. We owe this to our students, our
sponsors, and ourselves. We need to admit that our informed critics are often
justified in their low appraisal of the educational experiences we provide for a
majority of our students. We need to be willing to change, to use good
professional practice, and to significantly raise our standards for our students and
ourselves, (p. 81)
Research, to date, in the area of educational leadership offers limited conclusive
data about exact causes of the educational outcomes attained by schools and school
systems; however; recent exploration in this area has been conducted in the last decade.
Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) offered differing perspectives that validate the
claims as stated:
Those suggesting that the research on school leadership provides no guidance as
to specific leadership behaviors and to those suggesting that school leadership has
not discemable direct effect on student achievement. Our basic claim is that the
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research over the last 35 years provides strong guidance on specific leadership
behaviors for school administrator and that those behaviors have welldocumented effects on student achievement. (p. 124)
Coupled with the increased accountability of schools is the current milieu of
change in public education. The more complex the nature of our organizations become,
the more sophisticated leadership must become. Complexity means the ability to respond
appropriately to the constants of change. This often times is specific to rapidly occurring,
unpredictable, nonlinear change. When organizations are relatively static, leadership is
merely a factor that creates stability. However, when coping with the constants of
change, organizations rely more heavily on leadership to navigate the tides of uncertainty.
These tides of change and uncertainty are elegantly quoted through the work of Bernstein
(1996):
The real trouble with this world of ours is not that it is an unreasonable world, or
even that it is a reasonable one. The commonest kind of trouble is that it is nearly
reasonable, but not quite. Life is not an illogicality; yet it is a trap for logicians. It
looks just a little more mathematical and regular than it is; its exactitude is
obvious, but its inexactitude is hidden; its wildness lies in wait. (p. 331)
Kotter (1996), referring to future trends, shared that the rate of environmental
movement will increase and the pressures on organizations to transform themselves will
grow over the next few decades. If this is the case, understanding the science and art of
successful change will be essential for tomorrow’s leaders and. more so, the ability to
transfer this knowledge onto increasingly larger groups of people within the changing
organization.
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Fullan (2001) believed that there are specific components of leadership that
represent independent but mutually reinforcing forces for positive change. One of these
components, moral purpose, means “acting with the intention of making a positive
difference in the lives of employees, customers and society as a whole” (p. 3). This ideal
of moral purpose is about both form and function. In education, an important function is
to prepare students for life-long learning experiences. But the form of getting to this end
is paramount. If you do not treat members (for example, teachers) with the fairness,
kindness, honesty, and respect, relationships will struggle and the end will be much more
difficult to attain. To pursue designing organizational culture built on fostering quality
relationships is moral purpose in its highest order.
Collier aid Esteban (2000) contended that systemic leadership is in line with two
basic tenants of leadership research in recent years. First, they cited the relation’s model
of leadership that focuses on collaboration, stewardship, trust, and care (including
Greenleafs servant leadership (1991). Secondly, Collier and Esteban indicated that
systemic leadership blends with leadership’s role in ... “influencing direction and
ensuring quality, performance and customer focus in times of organizational change” (p.
208). Collier and Esteban concluded that systemic leadership is effective because it
fosters community, is deeply ethical, and offers creativity and autonomy while focusing
on ...“the common good in its purposes and practices. Systemic leadership also fosters
emergence and organizational renewal - thus ensuring the success and the effectiveness
of generative organizations” (p. 213).
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School Leadership
Who are the school leaders? Hoerr (2005) stated:
Leaders change organizations; great leaders change people. People are at the
heart of any organization. Particularly a school; and it is only through changing
people—nurturing and challenging them, helping them grow and develop,
creating a culture in which they all learn—that an organization can flourish.
Leadership is about relationships, (p. 7)
The National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) and The
Education Alliance at Brown University published a handbook entitled, Breaking Ranks
II: Strategies for Leading High School Reform (2004). Reflecting on a systematic
review of nearly 2 years of deliberation by the Commission on the Restructuring of the
American High School, a panel composed of principals, assistant principals, teachers, and
students, Breaking Ranks //(NASSP, 2004) provided a statement of principles and a
template for action. Depicted in this study was the notion that skills of facilitating change
were necessary for requiring school leaders to understand the organization’s own
strengths and weaknesses, including the challenges associated with various leadership
styles. A synthesis of diverse leadership styles will be required to successfully
implement significant change within any educational institution. The Breaking Ranks II
(NASSP, 2004) research recommendations encouraged the following considerations:
•

Looking outward at the environment to diagnose what needs to change rather
than trying to impose ideas for change.

•

Challenging beliefs and assumptions by creatively rearranging certain realities
to create something new.
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•

Shaping changes or innovations into a vision over time and then facilitating
the sustaining of the dream.

•

Maintaining persistence and resisting giving up early.

•

Building coalitions to convince, enlist, and involve others.

•

Working through teams.

•

Making everyone a hero, sharing the glory of each success and ensure that
credit is given to ail who contribute to the effort, (pp. 1-16)

In a review of instructional leadership and practice, Quinn (2002) concluded that
there is a pre-eminence in the school leader’s role as an instructional leader to motivate
and inspire faculty with the end-goal of impacting instructional practice and ultimately
student achievement. Deduced from parallel research on school effectiveness was the
idea that strong administrative leadership was among those factors within the school that
make a difference in student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 1996).
Given the perceived importance of leadership, it is no wonder that an effective
school leader is thought to be a necessary precondition for an effective school. To
illustrate, a 1977 U.S. Senate Committee Report on Equal Educational Opportunity (U.S.
Congress, 1970) identified educational leadership as the single most influential condition
of a school:
In many ways, the school principal is the most important and influential
individual in any school. He or she is the person responsible for all activities that
occur in and around the school building. It is the principal’s leadership that sets
the tone of the school, the climate for teaching, the level of professionalism and
morale of teachers, and the degree of concern for what students may or may not
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become. The principal is the main link between the community and the school,
and the way he or she performs in this capacity largely determines the attitudes of
parents and students about the school. If a school is a vibrant, innovative childcentered place, if it has a reputation for excellence in teaching, if students are
performing to the best of their abilities one can almost always point to the
principal’s leadership as the key to success, (p. 56)
In a meta-analysis conducted through Mid-Continent Research for Education and
Learning (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003), quantitative techniques produced 21
general leadership behaviors referred to as “responsibilities” that have been validated by
opinions expressed by leadership theorists for decades. Each of the following behaviors
is indicative of or in the findings of this study:
1.

Affirmation—The extent to which the leader recognizes and celebrates
school accomplishments.

2.

Change Agent—The leaders disposition to challenge the status quo.

3.

Contingent Rewards—Refers to the extent to which the school leader
recognizes and rewards individual accomplishments.

4.

Communication—Refers to the extent to which the school leader establishes
strong lines of communication with and between teachers and students.

5.

Culture—The influences that positively build community and support for
both teachers and students.

6.

Discipline—The ability to protect staff from undue distractions.

7.

Flexibility—The extent to which leaders adapt their leadership behavior to
the needs of the current situation.
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8.

Focus—To engage in sustained and continuous progress towards a
performance goal.

9.

Ideals/Beliefs—Possessing, sharing and demonstrating behaviors consistent
with core values.

10. Input—The extent to which the school leader involves teachers in the design
and implementation of important decisions and policies.
11. Intellectual Stimulation—The extent to which the school leader ensures that
faculty and staff are aware and makes discussion of the most current theories
and practices regarding effective schooling.
12. Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment—The extent to
which the principal is directly involved in the design and implementation of
curriculum, instruction and assessment activities at the classroom level.
13. Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment—The extent to
which the leader is aware of best practices in the areas of curriculum,
instruction and assessment.
14. Monitoring/Evaluating—The extent to which the school leader monitors the
effectiveness of school practices in terms of their impact on student
achievement.
15. Optimizer—The extent to which the leader inspires others and is the driving
force when implementing a challenging innovation.
16. Order—The extent to which the leader establishes a set of standard operating
principles and routines.
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17. Outreach—The extent to which the leader is an advocate and spokesperson
for the school to all stakeholders.
18. Relationships—The extent to which the school leader demonstrates an
awareness of the personal lives of teachers and staff.
19. Resources—The extent to which the leader provides teachers with materials
and professional development necessary for the successful execution of their
duties.
20. Situational awareness-—The extent to which the leader is aware of the details
of the undercurrents regarding the functioning of the school and their use of
this information to address current and potential problems.
21. Visibility—The extent to which the school leader has contact and interacts
with teacher, students, and parents, (pp. 41-61)
The afore-mentioned responsibilities identified in the Mid-Continent Research for
Learning (Waters et al., 2003) meta-analysis are not new to educational practitioners.
Each one has been mentioned explicitly or implicitly by a host of researcher and
theorists. The behaviors are referred to as standard operating procedures for effective
principals.
What is new to the leadership literature is the quantification of the relationship
each leadership behavior brings to student academic achievement. According to McLeod
(2000), a qualitative study of the impact of the principal’s culture enhanced leadership
behaviors on student achievement conducted at one middle school in South Carolina
found that leadership behaviors that model and communicate the school’s mission and
vision shape the institution. The importance of school culture and school leadership was
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found to be critical ingredients in this study. McLeod stated, “Culture is indeed a key
ingredient in effective school. Through culture-enhanced leadership behaviors, the
principal can foster a harmonious learning environment conducive to student success” (p.
139).
According to Schein (2004), on leadership and culture:
When we examine culture and leadership closely, we see that they are two sides
of the same coin; neither can really be understood by itself. On the one hand,
cultural norms define how a given nation or organization will define leadership ..
. On the other hand it can be argued that the only thing of real importance that
leaders do is to create and manage culture; that the unique talent of leaders is their
ability to understand and work with culture; and that it is an ultimate act of
leadership to destroy culture when it is viewed as dysfunctional, (p. 11)
Schein (2004) further explained culture as the “result of complex group learning process
that is only partially influenced by leader behavior . . . It is in this sense that leadership
and culture are conceptually intertwined” (p. 11).
Heck’s (1996) empirical study was designed specifically to compare educational
leadership practices between contextual and cultural settings. Gathered in Heck’s
research was the conceptualization that the school leader’s role has evolved considerably
over the past 2 decades from manager, to street level bureaucrat, change agent,
instructional leader and, most recently to transformational leader. Detected in these
studies employing instructional leadership, transformational leadership, and other
frameworks were “positive indirect effects on leadership on school outcomes and school
improvement efforts” (p. 75).
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Although we know that school leaders play a crucial role in school-wide efforts to
raise standards of teaching and learning, evidence of what makes successful leaders
remains elusive. As stated by Leithwood and Riehl (2003), the growing body of
research on the nature and impact of leadership, in general, “seems to conclude that
leadership matters and suggests that the changing needs of educational systems can be
met at least in part by improvements in leadership capacity and practice” (p .6). In their
research, Silins and Murray-Harvey (1998) examined factors contributing to the
performance of secondary schools in Australia and concluded “while the particular
styles of leadership in a school may not have directly touched the lives of students, it
certainly had an impact on the teachers, who indeed directly influence student
performance” (p. 341). One can summarize that a good school is where the leadership
supports the teaching and where the teaching supports the students—in their own way
all working towards a common goal—successful achievement outcomes.
The characteristics of servant leadership will be articulated further in this study
with an understanding that there are limited studies to provide background information
about these characteristics of school leaders. In fact, Leithwood and Riehl (2003) argued,
“there are aspects of school leadership which may be significant, even crucial, for
success, but that have not been the subject of much formal research” (p. 3).
Recent studies about the effects of transformational leadership (Leithwood, 1994;
Leithwood, Dart, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1993; Silins, 1994) suggested it contributes to
restructuring initiatives and teacher-perceived student outcomes. However, this
contribution is mediated by other people, events, and organizational factors such as
teacher commitment, teacher job satisfaction, instructional practices, or school culture.
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At the same time other researchers (Maehr & Anderman, 1993; Maehr & Fyans, 1989;
Maehr & Midgley, 1991; Maehr & Midgley, 1996) have developed impressive empirical
evidence to suggest that the mediating variable, school culture, can make a school a place
in which teachers feel positive about their work and students are motivated to learn. A
positive school culture is associated with higher student performance and motivation,
improved teacher collaboration and improved attitude of teachers toward their job.
Leithwood (1994) also suggested that school culture does not operate in a vacuum and
crucial to its creation and maintenance are the leadership practices of the school leader.
Further, evidence (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990) strengthens support for the claim that
transformational leadership contributes to more desirable school cultures.
Cotton (2003) shared, “Much of the early research on the impact of the principal
on student outcomes began and ended with the finding that a relationship exists” (p. 57).
Cotton also indicated that subsequent research has shown that “while a small portion of
the effect may be direct—that is, principals’ direct interactions with students in or out of
the classroom may be motivating, inspiring, instructive, or otherwise influential-most of
it is indirect, that is, mediated through teachers and others” (p. 58). Leithwood and Riehl
(2003) concurred when they stated that leaders act; “Through and with other people or
things. . . often their agency consists of influencing the thoughts and action of other
persons and establishing the conditions that enable others to be effective .. .Thus,
leadership effects on school goals tend to be mostly indirect” (p. 8).
In recent comparisons of school leadership style, Dansereau, Yammarino, and
Markham (1995) characterized contemporary approaches as having a more explicit focus
on both leaders and the development of their followers. This is a focus shared by
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transformational conceptions of leadership, arguably the most prominent of the
contemporary approaches, and one that has emerged in response to a dramatic set of
organizational conditions over the past 15 years. At the core of these conditions has been
a competitive global environment requiring organizations to radically reinvent
themselves. Conger (1999) explained this environment as:
A more competitive world forced many corporations to radically reinvent
themselves after several decades of what, in hindsight, appears to have been
relative stability. As companies attempted to adapt, they discovered that the
process of reinvention. . . (outstripped). . . the courage and change management
skills . . . (possessed by internal leaders). . . to orchestrate large-scale
transformation, (p. 147)
The role of the school administrator as an instructional leader has been highly
emphasized during recent decades. Revealed in a study by Quinn (2001) was that
“principals who are strong instructional leaders are a fundamental component in schools
that embrace high levels of student engagement as the most effective medium to affect
student achievement” (p. 462). In his summary, Quinn pointed out many aspects of
leadership that align to servant leadership characteristics when he described effective
principals and their practices:
Principals must create an atmosphere of trust and patience. Teachers need to
know that their efforts are valued and appreciated. Principals need to build
relationships. Teachers need to know that they are free to take risks without fear
of penalty. Principals need to model the value of continual learning and the
ongoing pursuit of success. Teachers need opportunities to collaborate and learn
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from each other . . . Principals need to promote teacher participation and
leadership . . . High expectations should be the norm for student, teachers,
administrators, parents, and all other stakeholders. Above all, students must be
engaged, involved and excited about their own learning, (p. 462)
A synthesis of the growing body of research, Waters et al. (2003) through a meta
analysis of research on student characteristics and teacher and school practices associated
with school effectiveness was conducted stating in 1998. This grounded evidence
provided a framework (Balanced Leadership) predicated on the notion that “effective
leadership means more than simply knowing what to do—it’s knowing when, how and
why to do it” (p. 2). Effective leaders understand how to balance pushing for change
while at the same time, protecting aspects of culture, values, and norms worth preserving.
Demonstrated in the findings from this research was that there is, in fact, a substantial
relationship between leadership and student achievement. Also demonstrated in this
study was a differential impact of leadership. According to Waters et al. (2003):
. . . just as leaders can have a positive impact on achievement, they also can have
a marginal, or worse, a negative impact on achievement. When leaders
concentrate on the wrong school and/or classroom practices, or miscalculate the
magnitude or “order” of the change they are attempting to implement, they can
negatively impac student achievement, (p. 5)
Harvard scholar Richard Elmore (2003), in a study commissioned by the National
Governor’s Association (NGA), concluded that having the right focus of change is a key
to improving schools and increasing student achievement. In his report, he stated:
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Knowing the right thing to do is the central problem of school improvement.
Holding schools accountable for their performance depends on having people in
schools with the knowledge, skill, and judgment to make the improvements that
will increase student performance, (p. 9)
In their research on the effects of transformational leadership in schools,
Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) determined that there were a variety of factors influencing
student achievement, including family, educational culture, and school conditions in
addition to school leadership. Leithwood and Jantzi stated, “the present study hints at a
far more complex set of interactions between leadership, school conditions, and family
educational culture in the production of student outcomes, converse to the idea that
influence flows in one direction, from leader to student” (p. 471). Leithwood and Riehl
(2003) concluded that, through both qualitative and quantitative research:
The impact of educational leadership on student achievement is demonstrable.
Leadership effects are primarily indirect, and they appear to work through the
organizational variable of school mission or goals and through variables related to
classroom curriculum and instruction . . . Leadership variables do seem to explain
an important proportion of the school-related variance in student achievement.
(p. 13)
Newmann (1996) presented findings of a 5-year study that examined the
connection between school restructuring and student achievement. Pointing to the critical
role of school leadership, Newmann characterized practices of successful leadership
primarily as giving central attention to “building a school-wide, collective focus on
student learning of high intellectual quality” (p. 291). Quoting Newmann’s work:
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Effective leaders worked to improve teaching and learning not only by motivating
teachers to examine and try new teaching practices but by addressing central
issues in school culture and structure that lie at the heart of teaching practice.
They cultivated a school culture that placed high priority on intellectual goals of
schooling and staff collaboration to achieve it, and they acted to secure the
structures and resources that would reinforce these cultural norms, (p. 292)
Generally speaking, successful school leaders set direction by identifying and
articulating a vision, foster group goals, and establish high performance expectations
(Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). Effective leaders develop people by providing intellectual
stimulation, support, and modeling. Leithwood and Riehl added, “Successful educational
leaders develop their schools as effective organizations that support and sustain the
performance of teachers as well as students” (p. 20). These three indicators of practice
constitute the basics skills of school leaders. Leithwood and Riehl further stated, “While
mastery provides no guarantee that a leader’s work will be successful in a particular
school context, lack of mastery likely guarantees failure. A successful leader needs to do
more but cannot do less” (p. 21). As Newmann (1996) stated, “Leaders in successful
schools gave central attention to building a school-wide, collective focus on student
learning of high intellectual quality” (p. 291). Leaders understand that promoting
intellectual quality required more than increasing the knowledge and skills of individual
teachers. They al so acted to build the capacity of the organization by placing issues of
teaching and learning at the center of dialogue among the entire school community.
What are some of the characteristics of school leadership in those schools that
have shown demonstrable learning gains? As Leithwood and Riehl (2003) wrote,
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“Educational leaders maintain a clear and consistent focus on improving the core tasks of
schooling, teaching and learning, and they accept no excuses for failing to improve
student learning” (p. 25). Issues or variables that directly impact student achievement
include such factors as class size, teacher expectations, student grouping, curriculum, and
instruction, along with, according to Leithwood and Riehl, “instructional program
coherence, teacher assignment and retention, and student retention and promotion
policies . . . School leaders can have a positive influence over each of these variables”
(p. 25).
Successful school leadership focuses on goals related to teaching and student
outcomes, and such leadership focuses on goals related to teaching and student outcomes,
and such leadership is a critical element of a school’s success. Yet, after an exhaustive
study of research on educational leadership, Leithwood and Riehl (2003) concluded,
“There are still many gaps in our knowledge about effective educational leadership”
(p. 36).
Servant Leadership
The premise most basic to Greenleaf s (1991) servant leadership theory is that
work exists as much for the person as the person exists for the work. Thus, Greenleaf
believed “The new ethic requires that growth of those who do the work is the primary
aim” (p. 57). This concept is profoundly important to the ideas that impact organizational
climate, not only to the workers within the organization, but also the quality of their
productivity. Blanchard (1996) articulated that when the traditional top-down pyramid
model of leadership is philosophically turned upside down, the leader:
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Works for (his or her) people in implementing visions and goals . . . If you work
for your people, your purpose as a leader is to help them accomplish their goals.
The implementation job of leaders is to help people win by supporting them and
removing barriers so that they can accomplish the goals that will make the vision
become a reality, (p. 85)
The paradoxical term servant leadership is inclusive of personal service to society
regardless of position (Block, 1996). This premise of a leader-servant combination was
in direct opposition to the hierarchical model of leadership. In hierarchical leadership,
the power of the leader was visible and obeyed by those lower in the organization
(Hesselbein, Goldsmith, Beckhard, & Schubert, 1998) whereas, in servant leadership, it
was through strategies of service and stewardship, that a leader was identified by the
people to be a leader among equals or “primus inter pares” (Greenleaf, 1976).
Defining purpose and reality and encouraging standards of excellence are the
primary roles of the leader. In agreement, De Pree (1989) stated, “The first responsibility
of a leader is to define reality. The last is to say thank you. In between the two, the
leader must become a servant and a debtor. That sums up the progress of an artful
leader” (p. 11). By being a debtor, De Pree meant that leaders must:
Have an inclusive attitude and think of themselves as wing, at the very least, the
following: space: a gift to be what I can be; the opportunity to serve; the gift of
challenge: we don’t grow unless we’re tested (constraints, like facts, are enabling
friends); the gift of meaning: not superfluous, but worthy; not superficial, but
integral; not disposable, but permanent, (p. 68)
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Leadership is a characteristic quality that every person can access within himself
or herself Clearly, leadership has its place universally. Not only are we impacted by it,
but also, we are all called upon to exercise it. This researcher believes that whether one
is called upon to be involved in leading government or business affairs, guiding young
minds through teaching, leading a family, standing for what is right, organizing an
activity, or managing a household, everyone has a leadership role to play. All are called
upon to be custodians of what is right and good, lasting, and of value for those in our
care.
This idea of custodianship runs through the writings of the Renaissance writer
often thought to be one of the most cynical yet most observant political thinkers of all
time, Niccolo Machiavelli. Machiavelli insisted that leadership was virtuous only if the
good of the community was sought out and achieved above all else. A good leader, in
other words, was a steward of the community (cited in Wood, 1993).
American newspaper commentator Walter Lippmann gave defining qualities
similar to that of a custodian whose responsibility is to shape ideals and cherished beliefs
that construct community from individuals (Childs & Reston, 1959). A custodian then, is
an individual who upholds what is best for all people even if it may not be in the their
own interest to do so. It implies a caring and concerned relationship between leaders and
followers; individuals motivated by their constituents’ best interest.
This word custodian as it is applied has similar application to the word steward
and has roots in the Christian Bible. Consistent to its teachings, Jesus’ ministry was that
encompassed by sendee and selflessness. Regardless of one’s religious background, one
can recognize the character of Jesus as a leader who considered service to be primary in
37

the interchange between humanity. This expressed as: “If anyone wants to be first, he
must be the very last and the servant of all” (Mark 9:35). He sought to teach that in order
to be first they must wash each other’s feet. In other words, they must seek to serve each
other in order to show true leadership.
Like Jesus, Greenleaf s publication of Servant Leadership (1977) provided a new
paradigm of management throughout the boardrooms and corporate offices of America.
As a retired AT&T executive, he proposed the concept that service ought to be the
distinguishing characteristic of leadership. As stated by Frick and Spears (1996), “All his
life, Robert Greenleaf was a seeker, not of titles or awards or money, but of inner
strength” (p. 9). Greenleaf was among the first to analyze the qualities of leaders and
followers—and the necessity for leaders to be attentive to the needs of others. In this
respect, the leader becomes the follower.
This idea of servant as leader is presented out of the writings of Hermann Hesse’s
Journey to the East (1932). This story of a mythical journey centered on the character
Leo who accompanies the other characters of the story as the servant who does their
menial chores, but who also sustains them with his spirit and his song. Eventually Leo is
discovered, not as the known servant but as the titular head of the order, its guiding spirit,
and great and noble leader.
Much of the current literature on leadership focuses on themes similar to those
espoused by Greenleaf decades ago. In the introduction to a printing of Greenleaf s
writings in 1996, the editors reflected this sentiment when Frick and Spears (1996) said,
“The times are finally catching up with many of Greenleaf s ideas” (p. 3). According to
Frick and Spears, any number of contemporary management and organizational thinkers
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emphasize “the importance of an ethicai base for organizations, the power of trust and
stewardship, and the personal depths that authentic leaders must honor as they empower
and serve others” (p. 3). The growing interest in servant leadership continues to be
evident, as written by Spears (1995), in “dozens of articles . . . and many books on the
general subject of leadership reference servant leadership as an important model for now,
and in the future” (p. 13).
Greenleaf s writings in Servant Leadership (1977) conceptualized the definition
of servant leadership:
The servant leader is servant first. . . It begins with the natural feeling that one
wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead .
.. The difference manifests itself in the care taken by the servant-first to make
sure that other peoples’ highest priority needs are being served. The best test, and
difficult to administer, is: do those served grow as persons; do they, while being
served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves
i

to become servants? And, what is the effect cn the least privileged in society; will
they benefit, or at least not be further deprived? (p. 27)
Frick and Spears (1996) wrote that throughout Greenleaf s thinking “runs a
common thread: a need, a searching that will permit a person to achieve a measure of
serenity in a tradition-poor society” (p. 21). Greenleaf posited that people are not trying
to escape or avoid their obligations but rather have “a sharp need to learn to cope better
with their circumstances, to feel more adequate with their total obligations” (p. 21).
Thus, Greenleaf believed we are each on a personal journey in which we seek meaning in
our lives and attempt to find a basis for ethical decisions. Greenleaf said that his work is
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the result of his own search. “For a point of view, a way of working with my
opportunities, the pursuit of which will build strength to hope, strength to venture and
create, strength to sustain my role as an active and effective person in contemporary life”
(P- 23).
Greenleaf s (1977) work contained a common theme: The nature of service is all
about the heart and the desire to nurture the best qualities of individuals for the
betterment of the person and society. The servant leader concept continues to grow in its
influence and impact. In its third decade as an identified leadership/management
concept, servant leadership has created an “unparalleled explosion of interest and practice
of servant leadership” (Spears, 1995). Spears wrote:
As we near the end of the 20th century, we are beginning to see that traditional,
autocratic, and hierarcliical modes of leadership are yielding to a newer model—
one based on teamwork and community, one that seeks to involve others in
decision making, one strongly based in ethical and caring behaviors, and on that is
attempting to enhance the personal growth of workers while improving the caring
and quality of our many institutions, (p. 1)
In his account of first reading Greenleaf s Servant Leadership, Senge (1995)
stated the following:
I knew that this man understood something we have lost in our modem
‘transactional’ society, where ‘what’s in it for me’ is the assumed bedrock of all
actions. We have lost the joy of ‘creating,’ of working for something just because
it needs to be done. In our frenzy to get something for ourselves, we have lost
ourselves . We have doomed ourselves to a sullen, dull sort of life; full of the
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things we acquire and empty of any deeper happiness. We have forgotten that, as
Robert Frost said, ‘All great things are done for their own sake.’ To think that
this reorientation of spirit might be a foundation for true leadership stunned me.
Bob Greenleaf put a stake in the ground. He took a stand that resonates very
deeply in many of us—I suspect in ways that we don’t even consciously
understand, (pp. 220-221)
As one ponders Greenleaf s work in past decades, the question may arise
regarding the “feeling that one wants to serve.” Jeffries (1992) concluded that this
feeling comes to a person through a calling and often manifests itself in our work. She
pointed out this idea of calling through the following inquiry and description:
Do people believe that you are willing to sacrifice self-interest for the good of the
group? Servant leaders have a natural desire to serve others. This notion of
having a calling to serve is deeply rooted and value-based. Servant leaders have a
desire to make a difference for other people and will pursue opportunities to
impact others’ lives—never for their own gain. A servant leader is willing to
sacrifice self-interests for the sake of others. This characteristic cannot be taught,
so unless a person has a natural calling to serve, servant leadership is not a
realistic or compatible style, (p. A-16)
Greenleaf (1970) spoke of this calling propelled by the thoughts, attitudes, and actions of
leaders. He gave reference to this “calling” as inspiration that is derived from an
individual’s openness to serve the needs of those in the organization and not the
preservation of the systems that often times hinder the ideals of service.
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According to Webster’s New World Dictionary (2004), the word inspire means
“to breathe life into.” It also means to cause, communicate, or motivate as by divine
influence.” It is a powerful word that paints a picture of someone or something beyond
ourselves infusing us with a purpose or a mission and calling us to action. Both the
individual and organization’s mission must understand this “calling” consciously.
According to Novak (1996), a calling has four characteristics:
1. Each calling is unique to each individual. A calling causes a desire and,
oftentimes, a passion for doing something that you simply can’t say no to.
2. A calling requires certain preconditions. One is talent. For a calling to be
right it must fit our abilities and we must have a love of the drudgery it
involves.
3. A true calling reveals its presence by the enjoyment and sense of renewed
energies its practice yields us. This involves a willingness without complaint,
to shoulder the burdens of the calling because one knows it is a calling to
“duty.”
4. Callings are not usually easy to discover. Experiments, painful setbacks, false
hopes, discernment, prayer, and much patience are often required, (pp. 42-45)
A great deal has been written about the calling of relational leadership or the
working relationships between leaders and followers. Cardona (2000) grouped relational
leadership into three categories:
Transactional Leadership is the leadership defined by an economically based
relationship? In this relationship the leader promotes uniformity by providing
extrinsic (positive or negative) rewards to the collaborators.
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Transformational Leadership is the leadership defined by a work-based
relationship. In this leadership the leader promotes alignment by providing fair
extrinsic rewards and appealing to the intrinsic motivation of the collaborators.
Transcendental Leadership is the leadership defined by a contribution-based
exchange relationship? In this relationship the leader promotes unity by
providing fair extrinsic rewards, appealing to the intrinsic motivation of the
collaborators, and developing their transcendent motivation, (pp. 203-204)
As stated by Cardona (2000), through relational leadership, the leader seeks to create
“high value-added partnerships with his or her collaborators. These partnerships can go
from a dyadic partnership in the case of a two-person relationship, to a cultural or
political partnership in the case of the leader of an organization or political institution”
(p. 204).
So how' do leaders support an environment that fosters this type of contribution by
all involved in the organization? How do leaders discover their purpose—the destiny—
of the organizations in which they lead? Very much as they discover their own. By
embarking on a search to discover it. By asking: Why are we here? What is our reason
for existence? Greenleaf (1985) believed that far too many of our contemporary
institutions and leaders do not have an adequate dream or an imaginative concept to raise
people’s sights close to where they have the potential to be. In a 1986 introduction to his
earlier essay, “The Leadership Crisis,” Greenleaf made the somewhat startling assertion
that the effectiveness of an organization’s leaders is directly proportional to the greatness
of the company’s dream.
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That idea—that a sense of purpose enlarges the capacity of leaders, and that the
absence of a sense of purpose imposes limits—may be a revolutionary concept. When
the leader sear ches either him- or herself and conducts a parallel search of the
organization’s purpose, a convergence of energy and creativity often times occurs
causing an increase in the performance desired. To attain this synergistic interaction,
forward thinking leaders must be willing to take themselves and their organizations on a
journey to discover and then act on their purpose.
In their book, Built to Last, Collins and Porras (1997) studied a number of truly
exceptional companies that have stood the test of time and compared them with another
set of good companies that had the same opportunities, but did not attain quite the same
stature. Their study of exceptional companies led Collins and Porras to conclude that
great company builders understand the importance of knowing whom you are above an
awareness of where you are going. Organizational direction will continue to progress as
the marketplace landscape develops. The leaders of these great companies had a desire to
create something enduring, something larger than themselves—an institution where
economic viability is only one primary objective. These visionary organizations were
rooted in a set of timeless core values, which transcended the ideological behaviors of
individuals as well as the companies in which they served.
This type of relationship built leadership has received significant attention.
Greenleaf (1991) defined the servant leader as one who is servant first. Greenleaf stated,
“It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious
choice brings on to aspire to lead” (p. 7). Individuals who are servant leaders make
meeting the needs of their subordinates and the organization as a whole their highest
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priority. They lead by serving, by empowering individuals in the organization to reach
their potential, and by engendering a sense of worth for all individuals in the organization
setting. Typically, according to Covey (2002), “Servant leadership produces servant
leadership in others. You don’t just serve, you do it in a way that makes people
independent of you, and capable and desirous of serving other people” (p. 31). Because
servant leaders seek to serve first, their leadership has depth and meaning, and such
leaders model basic, yet, highly important human values. Such core values include the
importance of the individual and demonstrating genuine caring, concern, and respect for
others. Covey stated that servant leadership requires that leaders operate from moral
authority: The spirit of servant leadership is the spirit of moral authority.
Servant leadership is by no means limited to top-down hierarchical relationships.
It can occur in any setting, between occupants of any organizational position or level, and
in any interpersonal relaitionship. Wherever or whenever servant leader occurs, the
leader’s example and nurture of others results in the healthy growth of those who are led.
Servant leaders who hold executive-level positions, moreover, may have an even broader
impact, one concerning strategic decisions for the direction and functioning of an
organization as a whole. For it is typically a most senior levels of organizational
responsibility that major organization-wide strategic decisions are made and policies are
put into effect.
In her essay, Servant Leadership in Organizations, Graham (1995a) examined the
role that leader values play in relation to defining and implementing organizational
purpose. She suggested that servant leadership helps people and organizations to operate
in a more mature and moral manner.
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Building on the observations of Greenleaf (1977) that leaders have the potential of
enhancing the moral development of followers, Graham (1995a) outlined a set of
theoretical linkages between leadership style and level of moral reasoning among
subordinates. This line of inquiry is relevant to implementing a balanced strategy that
leads toward “post conventional moral reasoning, which has two effects that are
significant: Each person’s welfare function is broadened so that it includes more than
self or own-group interests; and people are freed and encouraged to think creatively
which is an essential component of adaptive change for an organization.
This argument is based on the models of cognitive moral development identified
by Kohlberg (1976) and refined by Giligan (1982). Each stage and level of moral
reasoning has its own distinctive logic, which is used to identify, motivate, and justify
behavior that is plausibly “moral.” A summary of the logics used at each level is shown
in Table 1, and a suggestion of what leadership styles encourage each level of moral
reasoning is shown in Table 2.
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Table 1. Stages of Moral Development
Level 1:
Stage 1:
Stage 2:

Preconventional:
Uncritical obedience to rules set by an external authority that controls
rewards and punishments.
Instrumental performance of explicit exchange agreements if
nonperformance would adversely affect self interest.

Level 2:
Stage 3:
Stage 4:

Conventional:
Fulfilling role obligations arising from specific interpersonal relationships.
Fulfilling fixed social duties arising from membership in a specific group,
institution, or society.

Level 3:
Stage 5:
Stage 6:

Post-conventional:
Utilitarian calculus takingrall stakeholders’ interests into account.
Utilization of self-chosen, universal ethical principals to seek creative
solutions to ethical dilemmas that serve the common good while
respecting the individual rights of all interested parties (including self).

Sources: Adapted from Carol Gilligan, In a Different Voice: Psychological Theory and
Women’s Development (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982); and
Lawrence Kohlberg, “Moral Stages and Moralization: The Cognitive-Developmental
Approach,” in Moral Development and Behavior, ed. Thomas Lickona (New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, 1976).
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Table 2. Leadership Styles Encouraging Various Levels of Moral Development among
Organizational Stakeholders.
Moral
Referents(s)

Leadership
Style

Level of Moral
Development

Autocratic or coerci ve
leadership

Preconventional
Uncritical obedience to
external authority

Authoritative rules and
instructions

Path-goal or transactional
leadership

Instrumental compliance
with exchange agreements

Enforcible contracts and job
descriptions

Leader-member exchange
and consideration

Conventional
Meet interpersonal role
obligations

Personal relationship with
supervisor

Institutional leadership

Transforming
Servant leadership

Fulfill social duties from
group membership

Postconventional
Utilitarian calculus
Discern and apply
universal principals

Cultural expectations

Cost and benefit) for all
stakeholders
Principals of justice

Sources: Adapted from Jill W. Graham, “Leadership, Moral Development, and
Citizenship Behavior,” Business Ethics Quarterly 5(1), (1995): 43-54.
Preconventional moral reasoning: At the earliest level of cognitive moral
development, morality is defined solely by what an unquestioned authority figure (e.g.,
parent, teacher, soldier, boss) declares to be right and wrong. Right action is that which
buys favor from an authority figure, thereby protecting or enhancing self-interest.
Conventional morality: The second level of moral reasoning moves away from
individual authority figures to social systems of rules and responsibilities. The focus of
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morai concern broadens from protection of self-interests to performance of social duties.
While these obligations may b; articulated by individual spokespeople, they have
authoritative force because the hearer takes seriously his or her identity as a member of a
social group with behavioral customs and normative expectations; the member is loyal to
the group.
Post conventional morality: Both the first and second levels of moral reasoning
have the advantage of simplifying moral decisions by relying on extemu authorities to
distinguish right from wrong. The third level moves from external definitions of morality
(be they determined by individual authority figures or social convention) to
independently arrive at principled beliefs that are used creatively in the analysis and
resolution of moral dilemmas.
Bums (1S>78) described servant leadership when he defined it as “transforming”
leaders who model and encourage post conventional moral reasoning. This is
accomplished by “raising the level of human conduct and ethical aspiration of both leader
and led” (p. 20) in terms of “near-universal” ethical principles of justice such as equality
of human rights and respect for individual dignity” (p. 42). In other words, we need
leaders who inspire and empower us to grow. Such servant leadership is likely to mean
more common selection by organizations of a balanced stakeholder service strategy. By
increasing the adaptive capacities of subordinates through encouraging post conventional
moral reasoning, servant leadership also makes it more likely that organizations will
succeed in achieving balanced stakeholder sendee.
How do power and servant leadership coexist and interact within the framework
of leadership? Does a leader have to sacrifice puwer in order to be a servant leader?
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Wong and Page (2003) stated, “By definition, leaders possess various bases of power,
without which no leader can function” (p. 2). Wong and Page went on to explain:
The concern that servant leadership means giving up power stems from the
seeming oxymoron that one can be a humble servant and at the same time wield a
big stick. This apparent contradiction in terms that can be easily resolved by
recognizing that good leaders, including servant leaders, use a variety of power;
they will resort to coercive power only in dealing with immature an irresponsible
workers, (p. 2)
Similar concerns that potentially could surface by leaders relates to the loss of a
leadership power base and, thus, the position of leader. Wong and Page concluded that
leaders who fear loss of power and control as a result of using the servant leadership
practices of sharing power and empowering others are afraid that:
Subordinates may use their new-found freedom and power against the leadership.
In order to feel secure in their position, they resort to coercive tactics to keep
subordinates under control. Paradoxically, leaders who abuse power soon
discover that their potential to attract and influence followers actually decreases in
proportion to their attempt to control through intimidation, deception and
manipulation, (p. 2)
Page and Wong (2000) developed a conceptual framework for measuring servant
leadership that is related to Adjibolosoo’s (1995) human factor (HF) model. The HF is
concerned with the role of organizational behavior in economic development with
characteristics of this model including ethical and competent leadership that emphasizes
the importance of integrity, accountability, dedication, and respect for human dignity.
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Page and Wong’s model includes four domains of leadership: (a) personality, (b),
relationship, (c) task, and (d) process.
The personality component concerns the character of the leader and is related to
having a servant heart and serving others with integrity and commitment. The
relationship component concerns building up others. The task component concerns doing
the work of a le ader such as visioning and decision making. The process component
concerns improving organizational processes, e.g., modeling and team building. All four
of these concepts have an outcome of having a positive impact on society and culture.
Page and Wong (2000) stated that they developed their instrument after an
extensive study of the literature on servant leadership and their own experience in
practicing this leadership style. Initially they developed a pool of 200 items and then
eliminated redundant descriptors ending up with 99 items that were used for this current
factor analytic study. Page and Wong then applied a tentative category label to each item
emphasizing that all the categories have been tied to the servant leadership literature.
Page and Wong identified leadership categories through the characteristics of integrity,
humility, servanthood, caring for others, empowering others, developing others,
visioning, goal setting, leading, modeling, team-building, and shared decision making.
The first three categories of integrity, humility, and servanthood fit the personality
(being/character) component of the servant leadership instrument. The remaining labels
were equally divided under the components of relationship, task, and process-orientation
for their model.
The remaining eight factors, as written by Wong and Page (2003), “were similar
to the servant leadership characteristics developed by other researchers . . . including
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James Laub’s 66-item Organizational Leadership Assessment” (p. 5). Dennis and
Winston (2003) conducted a factor analysis of Page and Wong’s (1998, 1999) servant
leadership instrument, reducing the 99 item scale to 20 items yielding three basic factors:
vision, empowerment, and service. Dennis and Winston stated “The renewed emphasis
in the field of organizational leadership on assisting leaders to measure their effectiveness
as servant leaders has resulted in a renewed emphasis on the roots of servant leader
values” (p. 458). Laub (1999) conducted research intended to define servant leadership
in terms of its characteristics and then to use those characteristics to design an assessment
tool that can be used within organizations or teams to determine the presence of those
characteristics. It is likely that an instrument of this type will encourage the gathering of
quantifiable data on this intuitively held leadership concept (p. 7).
Laub’s (1999) study focused on three questions:
1. How is servant leadership defined?
2. What are the characteristics of servant leadership?
3. Can the presence of these characteristics within organizations be assessed
through a written instrument?
The first part of Laub’s (1999) research consisted of a “three-part Delphi survey
. . . conducted with 14 authorities from the field of servant leadership. The panel was
asked to name and rate the characteristics of the servant leader” (p. iv). Those
characteristics were then rated on a scale from necessary to essential, and the final survey
results were utilized to construct the OLA instrument. Laub stated, “A significant
(p<.05) decrease was found in the interquartile range between round two and round three,
indicating a move toward consensus” (p. iv).
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According to Laub (1999), the OLA was then field tested with a total of 80 items
with a sample consisting of “828 people from 41 organizations representing various states
in the U.S. and one organization from the Netherlands” (p. v). The reliability of the
instrument was estimated at .98. Further, Laub asserted:
One-way ANOVA and correlation tests were run with demographic data and the
OLA score and also with the job satisfaction score. A significant (p <.01)
positive correlation of .653 was found between the OLA score and the job
satisfaction score. A factor analysis revealed a two-factor solution composed of
organizational assessment items and leadership assessments items. Potential
subscores were considered, but there was a high correlation between the scales;
therefore use of the overall OLA score is recommended for research purposes.
The culmination of Laub’s work was the development of the OLA that upholds
the degree to which an individual in leadership is perceived by his or her
subordinates to be exhibiting servant leader behaviors and characteristics, (p. v)
Wong and Page (2003) described the OLA, developed by Laub (1999), as an
instrument designed to measure three perspectives: (a) the organization as a whole, (b) its
to leadership, and (c) each participant’s personal experience. The instrument covers six
areas of SL characteristics: (a) value people, (b) develop people, (c) build community,(d)
display authenticity, (e) provide leadership, and (f) share leadership.
Laub’s (1999) study provided an operational definition of servant leadership and
the servant organization as well as a list of the characteristics of servant leadership, as
determined by a panel of experts. The OLA was found to be a reliable tool for measuring
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servant leadership in organizations and will be useful for further research as well as
diagnosis in organizations.
Dennis and Winston (2003) ascertained that Laub’s (1999) research revealed that
those with higher perceptions of job satisfaction as servant leaders had higher scores on
the OLA, suggesting, “that managers and workers would have higher levels of job
satisfaction in servant leadership organizations resulting in higher organizational
performance” (p. 455). Their conclusion that higher productivity would exist in servantled organizations is one worth exploring with additional research.
One of the most persistent myths in our culture associates leadership with rank.
Those who align with servant leadership philosophy would agree that leadership is never
position, but a process. It is observable, understandable, leamable, and available to
everyone within any organization. In his book, Management o f the Absurd, psychologist
and CEO Richard Farson (1996) wrote:
In both parenthood and management, it’s not so much what we do as what we are
that counts. What parents do deliberately appears to make little difference in the
most important outcomes—whether their children grow up to be happy or
unhappy, successful or unsuccessful, good or evil. There is no question that
parents can and should do worthwhile things for their children, but it’s what they
are that will really matter. . . The same dynamic occurs in management and
leadersliip. People learn—and respond to—what we are. (p. 34)
Farson’s (1996) beliefs are morally centered to the values espoused by Greenleaf s
(1991) concept of servant leadership and accountability. In today’s climate of
accelerating change, shifting paradigms surround us. One of these is accountability. The
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current status of traditional “boss controlling” and judging limits accountability as an
obligation to account for and give an explanation of one’s actions and to bear the
consequences for those actions. However, through the eyes of servanthood a new
paradigm is emerging, which begins with covenant. Creating a shared vision and
agreeing on core values and mission can create a map created that guides direction of the
team. Accountability becomes the rudder to keep the organization on its course.
The American culture is saturated with the old paradigm of not being personally
responsible for one’s actions. In this old paradigm, “bosses” periodically judge the
performance of each employee, controlling when, how, performance measurements, and
even if performance reviews happen. Checking on employee performance and measuring
and monitoring progress was seen as the job of the manager.
The new patterns of leadership have learned that one manages things, but not
people. It takes leadership to inspire the best and most effective performances within
people. This comes from new structures that are two-way, open-ended, and on-going.
The servant leader aspires to coaching and being coached through open and honest
feedback as well as offering the same to those served. Making it safe for teammates to be
honest and being accountable to change, grow, communicate, and resolve differences in a
spirit of mutual respect is the foundation of this new paradigm.
In this new archetype, the level of shared trust is key. No person or party can be
seen as more important. Each person is a potential leader of that about which they know
the most. Yet simultaneously, each equally is a follower of all others, supporting the
areas where others lead and know most. Greenleaf (1970) endorsed this concept with the
following:
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Anybody could lead perfect people—if there were any. But there aren’t any
perfect people. And the parents who try to raise perfect children are certain to
raise neurotics. It is part of the enigma of human nature that the “typical”
person—immature, stumbling, inept, lazy—is capable of great dedication and
heroism if s/he is wisely led. Many otherwise able people are disqualified to lead
because they cannot work with and through the half-people who are all there are.
The secret of institution building is to be able to weld a team of such people by
lifting them up to grow taller than they would otherwise be. Individuals grow
taller when those who lead them empathize and when they are accepted for what
they are, even though their performance may be judged critically in terms of what
they are capable of doing. Leaders who empathize and who fully accept those
who go with them on this basis are more likely to be trusted, (p. 13)
In analyzing the school leader’s supervisory role, Sergiovanni (1996) explained
the word supervision has a negative tinge that conjures up factory images of foremen
checking up on workers. But supervision was originally a virtuous word that referred to
the carry ing out of one’s stewardship responsibilities—overseeing and caring for an
institution such as a university, church, or school. When school leaders function as
stewards, they are administrators rather than managers or executives, serving,
ministering, and attending to rather than controlling or directing. As supervisors, school
leaders act in loco parent is for students, ensuring that all is wen for them while guarding
and protecting the school’s purposes and structures. Supervision in communities implies
accountability embedded in tough and tender caring. Principals care enough about the
school and its values and purposes, the students they serve, the parents they represent,
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and the teacher s upon whom they depend, that they will do whatever is necessary to
protect school values and purposes and enable their accomplishment. Service to others
and service to the school are concepts central to Sergiovanni’s (1996) moral leadership as
they are to Greenleaf s (1991) servant leadership.
Autry (2001) stoted that the transition to a culture of servant leadership requires
time for the development of necessary features or qualities for a servant leader. Spears
(1998) identified 10 characteristics of servant leadership: (a) listening, (b) empathy, (c)
healing, (d) awareness, (e) persuasion, (f) conceptualization, (g) foresight, (h)
stewardship, (i) commitment to the growth of others, and (j) building community. These
qualities are perhaps listed as a hierarchy that begins with the internal action of listening.
Descriptions of each of the characteristics follow:
1. Listening. This refers to a deep commitment of listening to others, possession
a high level of attentiveness, devoted to understanding the communication of
others (Autry, 2001; Bennis & Goldsmith, 1997; Frick & Spears, 1996;
Greenleaf, 1970/1991). Greenleaf focused on the need for silence, reflection,
meditation, and active listening and actually hearing what is said and unsaid.
Effective leaders are great communicators and must be good listeners, to
themselves (through their inner voice), as well as to others. Educators must
take time to reflect upon their practice and through their personal
listening/hearing they may make effective decisions with students.
2. Empathy. A good servant leader strives to understand and empathizes with
others. Secretan (1996) described empathy as “identifying with the thoughts,
feelings and perspectives of others” (p. 240) and suggested, “civility is built
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upon empathy” (p. 78). This thought should be understood and not to be
confused with the notion that leaders are to solve every problem belonging to
others. Starratt (2004) stressed an ethic of “being present” or in the moment
with others, “Being present implies a level of concentration and sensitivity to
the signals the other sends out” (p. 86), and “this being present is also an
unspoken message, responding to the other from your own spontaneous
authenticity” (p. 87). Educators who reach out to learners and exhibit caring
ethos invite a safe atmosphere for students. This type of environment may
encourage student effort, problem solving, and academic risk taking. Spears
(1998a) wrote that trust could be developed through the use of empathy when
he stated:
Individuals grow taller when those who lead them empathize and when
they are accepted for what they are, even though their performance may
be judged critically in terms of what they are capable of doing. Leaders
who empathize and who fully accept those who go with them on thi s
basis are more likely to be trusted, (p. 81)
3. Healing. The servant leader has the potential to heal one’s self and others.
Stumick (1998) wrote extensively about stages of healing leadership. One
must first have an understanding about personal and/or institutional health.
Stumick (1998) warned that it is not always possible as a healthy leader to
find followers and she believes that, “sick organizations really do
contaminate” (p. 191). Secretan (1996) called to mind that our words “have
the capacity to raise or dash each other’s spirits. We can make our
58

organizations inviting or sickening to our souls” (p. 101). Wheatley (1998)
expressed a similar realization when she commented that “independence is not
a biological concept, it is a political concept. Everywhere, complexity is seen
in messy webs of relationships. From these relationships, life creates systems
that offer greater stability and support than life lived alone” (p. 346).
Organisms shape themselves in response to their neighbors and their
environments. All respond to one another, co-evolving and co-creating the
complex systems of organization that we see in nature. Life like organization
seeks establishment for its own health and hee’ing. Self-organization is a
powerful force that creates the systems observed and that testifies to a world
that knows how to organize from the inside out. Starratt (2004) spoke
specifically about the school leader: “The leader is responsible for sustaining
and developing a healthy environment for authentic learning and teaching, for
democratic working relationships among administrators, teachers, parents, and
school officials and for promoting the learning and practice of civic virtues”
(p. 62).
4. Awareness. The servant leader has a general awareness, especially selfawareness. One develops awareness through self-reflection, through listening

to what others tell us about ourselves, through being continually open to
learning, and by making the connection from what we know and believe to
what we say or do. Palmer (1998) told us that we must find every possible
way to listen to that inner voice and take its counsel seriously. Educators who
struggle with a challenging student may be guided by Palmer’s advice, “If
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conceptualize!*, at his or her best, is a persuader and a relation builder.
(P- 217)
7. Foresight. This is the ability to foresee or know the likely outcome of a
situation. Educators are likely to develop foresight through their experiences
in the classroom. Greenleaf (1970/1991) stated it is a better than average
guess about “what’ is going to happen “when,” in the future. He stated it is
“the lead that leader has” (p. 18). Greenleaf (1970/1991) further stated:
Foresight is seen as a wholly rational process, the product of a constantly
running internal computer that deals with intersecting series and random
inputs and is vastly more complicated than anything technology has yet
produced. Foresight means regarding the events of the instant moment
and constantly comparing them with a series of projections made in the
past and at the same time projecting future events—with diminishing
certainty as projected time runs out into the indefinite future, (p. 18)
8. Stewardship. Greenleaf believed all members of an institution or organization
played significant roles in holding their institutions in trust (caring for the well
being of the institution and serving the needs of others in the institution) for
the greater good of society. Fullan (2003) suggested that school leaders must
be mindful that “changing context is the key to deeper change” (p. 21) and
principals must ask: “What is my role in making a difference in the school as
a whole” (p. 21)? Sergiovanni (1992) explained that stewardship, “involves
the leader’s personal responsibility to manage her or his life and affairs with
proper regard for the rights of other people and for the common welfare” (p.
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139). Greenleaf (1970, 1991) spoke of primus inter pares or the “first among
equals” where the leader is among the people, not above but more on a lateral
plane. Fullan (2003) stated a similar message, “The leadership I am talking
about involves strength through the middle, not high - flying dominant
saviors” (p. 71).
9. Commitment to the growth of people. The servant leader is committed to the
individual growth of human beings and will do everything they can to nurture
others. DePree (1989) stated, “The signs of outstanding leadership appear
primarily among the follower. Are the followers reaching their potential?
Are they learning? Serving” (p. 12)? Sergiovanni (2001) put this in a school
perspective:
The leader serves as head follower by leading the discussion about what
is worth following, and by modeling, teaching, and helping others to
become better followers. When this happens the emphasis changes from
direct leadership base on rules and personality, to a different kind of
leadership based on stewardship and service, (p. 34)
10. Building Community. The servant leader seeks to identify some means for
building community. Approaches to building community include giving back
through service to the community; investing financially into the community;
and caring about one’s community. Novak (2002) encouraged schools to
move into the community through their service and real life problem solving
and move the community into the school through parent groups or community
members becoming involved in school planning. Such simple proactive steps
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are moves toward school democratization. Sergio vanni (1994) wrote that
caring is a.n integral part of shar ed community. Starrat (2003) wrote about the
cultivation of meaning, community and responsibility and states, “In
appealing to their sense of community, we invite youngsters to work toward
it” (p. 95) and that in order to cultivate civil learning communities the school
leader must work “with parents on projects to co-produce structures and
procedures through which teachers’ and parent’ concerns can be head and
acted on” (p. 59).
School Climate
School-related performance indicators such as strengthening teachers’ skills,
renovation of curriculum, organizational improvements, and parent involvement are
either energized or undermined by the school’s culture. Essentially, the culture of the
school is the foundation for school improvement, a view summarized by Purkey and
Smith (1982):
We have argued that an academically effective school is distinguished by its
culture: a structure, process, and climate of values and norms that channel staff
and students In the direction of successful teaching and learning . . . The logic of
the cultural model is that it points to increasing the organizational and is neither
grade level nor curriculum specific, (p. 68)
If the school culture norms are strong, significant improvements can be expected
and should be continuous and wide spread. The concept of organizational climate dates
to the late 1950s when sociologists and those studying school environments were seeking
to conceptualize the differences among various work environments. Hoy (1990) stated
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that school climate is “a broad term that refers to teachers’ perceptions of their general
work environment; it is influenced by the formal organization, informal organization,
personalities of participants, and the leadership of the school” (p. 151). Hoy also said
that school climate is:
The set of internal characteristics that distinguishes one school from another and
influences the behavior of its members . . . It is the relatively enduring quality of
the school environment that is experienced by participants, affects their behavior,
and is based on their collective perception of behavior in schools, (p. 152)
Hoy classified school climate as open in which the principal and faculty members are
“genuine in their behavior” (p, 157) or closed, which is “the antithesis of the open
climate” (p. 152).
Demonstrated in this research was the idea that school climate does, in fact make
a difference. A recent study by the Consortium on Chicago School Research investigated
whether “social support” and “academic press” affected student performance in Chicago
Public SchooT , Analyzed in this study was whether teachers took an interest in students
and related subjects to the students’ own lives and whether students treated each other
with respect and learned to work cooperatively. The finding: Those experiencing high
social support advanced .74 grade-level equivalent more in reading, during 1 year of
school, than those without that support. The improvement in gain for math was even
stronger, with students who received high social support doing .86 grade-level equivalent
better than their less-supported peers. Students experiencing high levels of social and
academic support surpassed those experiencing just one form of encouragement (Lee &
Zimmerman, 1999).
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Several researchers have noted the “negative culture” of high schools in general
(Godland, 1985; Sizer, 1984). Drucker (1991) emphasized that schools must focus on the
strengths and talents of learners so that schools can graduate students who know how to
learn. However, Drucker reasoned that schools focus primarily on the weaknesses of
students from kindergarten right on through graduate school, and leads to student
disengagement.
Although generally speaking, educators demonstrate caring characteristics
towards the students whom they serve, too frequently their caring centers on the students’
ability to perform and not on their well-being or self esteem. Thus, schools present
critical, fault-finding, and negative stimuli. Add to this Glasser’s (1990) contention that
schools are controlling and coercive in their mainly “boss-leadership” approach to
students, and it is easier to see why schools and their leaders unintentionally provide a
negative and unwholesome climate for students. Therefore, any substantive effort to
improve the quality of educational organizations must emphasize a positive, dynamic,
and nurturing school climate as the best learning environment for students.
A great deal of research has been conducted to examine the effects of school
climate on school outcomes. One such study by Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) examined the
relationships between two dimensions of teacher efficacy and the attributes of a healthy
school climate, including institutional integrity; principal influence; consideration;
resource support; morale; and academic emphasis. The researchers utilized a version of
the Organizational Health Index and a teacher efficacy scale and then analyzed the data
using correlation and regression analysis. They concluded that teachers’ personal
attributes as well as their own perceptions of their school are critical in creating teachers’
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sense of teaching efficacy. Hoy and Woolfolk said, “We suspect that the relationship
between efficacy and organization is reciprocal; climate affects a sense of efficacy, and
efficacy affects exceptions of climate” (p. 365). They also noted finding that personal
teaching efficacy was not related to high teacher morale. According to Hoy and
Woolfolk, “Environments that are warm and supportive interpersonally may make
teachers more satisfied with their jobs or less stressed, but they appear to have little effect
on a teacher’s confidence about reaching difficult students” (p. 366).
Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) emphasized that their research findings “underscore the
significance of healthy organizational dynamics. The dimensions of institutional
integrity, principal influence, and academic emphasis are especially important in
supporting personal and general teaching efficacy” (p. 370). In an Australian study of
schools as learning organizations, Silins and Mulford (2002) concluded, “Teacher
empowerment, leadership, and learning are probably inextricably linked in a school
committed to continual improvement.. .Teacher satisfaction with the school leadership
team is a significant predictor of the extent of teacher involvement and engagement with
the school and learning” (p. 442). Silins and Mulford went further in making the case for
the link between teacher satisfaction and involvement and student engagement when they
stated, “the strong influence of teachers’ work on student participation and engagement
sends a clear message that what teachers do in the classroom reflects their own
involvement and engagement with the school as a learning organization” (p. 444).
Servant leadership can contribute appreciably to creating a positive,
organizational climate. What leadership may observe as “magical alignment” brings
excitement and meaning to the organization and satisfaction to the work that is being
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done. Leadership that focuses on meeting the needs of an organization has societal
implication according to Gardner (1965):
Leaders have a significant role in creating the state of mind that is the society.
They can serve as symbols of the moral unity of the society. They can express the
values that hold the society together. Most important, they can conceive and
articulate goals that lift people out of their petty preoccupation, carry them above
the conflicts that tear a society apart, and unite them in the pursuit of objectives
worthy of their best efforts, (p. 12)
One can make sweeping generalizations about this type of leadership: It is
collective, embracing a symbiotic relationship between leaders and followers. What
defines this power appears to be a quiet interplay between the followers’ needs and wants
and the leader’s capacity to understand, one way or another, these collective aspirations.
This “causative” leadership is symbolized by the inventive systems created that enable
employees to satisfy their needs. Other benefits of this leadership style include the
elevation of a moral purpose, which facilitates the deploying of talents to pursue vision
and purpose based on the key values of the workforce and a supportive social
architecture. Supportive servant leadership can move followers to higher degrees of
consciousness, such as liberty, freedom, justice, and self-actualization.
Servant leadership, exercised in an organization, requires the development of
ethical behavior, Fraker (1995) wrote, “It is impossible to separate Greenleaf s concept
of servant leadership practice from ethical practices in business; they are inextricably
linked” (p. 38). An individual leader’s own development and nurturing of others are
critical in developing both an ethical organization and a positive, supportive climate
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within that organization. The nature of an organization flows from the leader to the
individuals within the organization. As Fraker stated,
If the individuals are more caring and serving, the organization also will become
more caring and serving . . . It all begins with the individual leader putting people
first. It requires revision in thinking about organizations, leadership, competition
and cooperation, communications, and relating to others. But this quest for
ethical behavior, individually and corporately, will ultimately result in making the
world a little better place in which to live and work. (pp. 47-48)
Leadership sets the tone for creating an organization where learning is valued and
expected; where employees strive to improve their skills and performance continually.
Eaker and DuFour (2002) described this learning organization as a Professional Learning
Community (PLC) and stressed that the culture in such communities is always
collaborative. They stated:
Teacher isolation is replaced with collaborative processes that are deeply
embedded into the daily life of the school. . . The driving engine of the
collaborative culture of a PLC is the team. All members of the staff are assigned
to one or more teams that are called upon to work interdependently to achieve one
or more common goals. Individual teachers give up a degree of personal
autonomy in exchange for collective authority to answer the most critical
questions of teaching and learning. They support one another and share strategies
and materials as they work together to accomplish goals that they could not
achieve by working alone, (p. 5)
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According to Spears (1996) and related to creating learning community, “Servant
leadership emphasizes increased service to other; a holistic approach to work; promoting
a sense of community; and the sharing of power in decision making” (p. 33). Spears
described the servant leadership paradigm as one that
encourages everyone to balance leading and serving within their own lives. For
people who are in leadership positions, it reminds us that our primary
responsibility is in serving others. For people who are in follower positions, it
encourages us to look for situational opportunities to provide leadership. The end
result of this moving back and forth between leading and following is to enhance
our lives as individuals, and to raise the possibilities of our many institutions.
(pp. 33-34)
The environmental climate in which educators serve is closely linked to the
organizational climate of the school. Organizational climate is strongly related to the
amount of control over individual workers and the manner in which this control is
exercised is directly affected by management style. Educators see schools as effectively
functioning organizations when there is more professionalism and when decision making
is participative aind less centralized. Overall effectiveness of the organization is based on
the autonomy of the individual worker and that worker’s effectiveness is linked to the
freedom provided within the organizational climate of the system.
Meyers (1986) suggested that autonomous behavior occurs in degrees (i.e., given
certain situations, people will act more or less autonomously). Professionalism in
educating students is characterized by a control of one’s destiny (autonomy) and
appropriate practice rather than the conformity and standardized practice that
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bureaucratic organizational approaches demand (Darling-Hammond, 1985). Blau,
Heydebrand, and Stauffer (1966) found that professionals function more effectively in
organizational settings that are less centralized in regard to decision making, provide
more autonomy, provide a participative environment, have less formalization of rules and
regulation in critically perceived areas, and have a high degree of technical competence
and complexity.
In summarizing the implications between organizational effectiveness and the
qualities of servant leadership, one might simply state that the keys for accomplishing
this preferred state are centered upon relationships and people-centered leadership style.
When the servant leader creates an atmosphere of openness and caring, followers respond
in kind. The servant leader in a school setting models genuine caring for his or her
faculty. Educators who know that they are respected, valued, and included in decision
making may be more likely to have positive feelings about their school and the
importance of their role in it. This may correlate to improved quality of instruction and,
thus, an increase in student learning and achievement. As Sergiovanni (1995) asserted,
“Where schools today are failing, it is not because they don’t have enough projects or
programs, but because they have lost the human touch” (p. 49).
Research conducted by Dinham, Caimey, Craigie, and Wilson (1995) focused on
the personal and professional set of attributes characterizing successful leaders and the
climates that they create. According to Dinham et al., “It was apparent that the leadership
of each school, particularly that of the principal, had influenced school climate,
educational performance and teacher, student, and community satisfaction” (p. 51).
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These findings are consistent with other studies focusing on student achievement and
school climate (Hoy, 1990; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993).
Student Achievement
Instructional leadership, narrowly defined, is focused on leadership functions
directly related to teaching and learning (Murphy, 1988). In a broader view, instructional
leadership also refers to all other functions that contribute to student learning and
achievement. Such action theoretically encompasses everything a school leader does
during the day to support the achievement of students and the capacity of teachers to
teach. In a revi ew of the literature on instructional leadership, Murphy (1990) noted that
school leadership in productive schools—that is, schools where the quality of teaching
and learning were strong—demonstrated instructional leadership both directly and
indirectly.
One telling indicator of the educational leader’s impact on school effectiveness
was whether students’ activities in high school are consistent with the normative
performance demands reported by college students. It is important to know if students
are taking the right courses in high school and achieving acceptable scores on college
entrance and placement exams. It is also essential to discern whether students are
developing the study skills that are the foundation for academic success after high school.
Understood phenomena are provided through the window of student engagement
(Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004). One can estimate whether students are Teady”
for college by comparing what they do in key engagemv it areas in high school with what
first-year college students do. For example, are the time and energy that high school
students devote to educationally purposeful activities—such as reading, writing, and
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studying - adequate to help them develop the habits of the mind and acquire the skills and
competencies they need to succeed in post secondary learning?
The role of school leader holds great influence over this type of quality relevant to
student achievement and engagement in schools. Classroom research has consistently
shown that strong leadership characteristics in the area of building professional learning
communities have direct bearing on student achievement. Newmann’s (1996) research
found that leaders in schools with strong professional community differed from their
counterparts in schools where professional community proved relatively weak. The more
effective leaders took on such new roles as working with teachers to stimulate intellectual
inquiry in school and push rigorous standards of learning. Confirmed with the findings
of other recent research, effective administrative leaders delegated authority, developed
collaborative decision-making processes, and stepped back from being the central
problem solver (Leithwood, Jantzi, & Fernandez, 1995; Louis, Kruse, & Associates,
1995; Murphy, 1994).
Hallinger and Leithwood (1998) researched expectations of teachers and found
that “principals play a key instructional leadership role by shaping teachers’ attitudes
concerning students’ ability to master school subject matter. Thus, one way principals
can influence student achievement is through raising teachers’ expectations for student
learning” (p. 140).
In the more successful schools in Newmann’s research (1996), individuals in
leadership positions defined themselves as at the center of the school’s staff rather than at
the top. To summarize, Newmann pointed out that the most effective schools and school
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leaders engaged in both transformational leadership activities and a great deal of detailed
management that supported teachers’ work.
There is now an increasingly strong research base that suggests that initiatives
such as local management of schools, external inspection, organization development, or
teacher appraisal only indirectly effect student performance. These “distal variables” as
Wang and her colleagues (1993) pointed out are too fbr removed from the daily learning
experiences of most students. The three key “proximal variables,” according to their
meta-analysis that do correlate with higher levels of student achievement, are
psychological, instructional, and home environments. The implications for learning
organizations must promote student learning needs by giving attention to engaging
students and parents as active participants, and expanding the teaching and learning
repertoires of teachers and students respectively.
Effective leadership adds value to the impact of classroom and teacher practices
and ensures that lasting change flourishes. Awareness of current best practices that
impact student achievement is essential, but effective school leadership that addresses the
myriad of variables in a coherent and meaningful way is most critical.
McREL is embodied of 21 leadership responsibilities with statistically significant
relationship to student achievement that, when implemented in a consistent manner, can
have a significant impact on student performance (Waters et al., 2003). These
responsibilities include such tasks as establishing a set of standards operating procedures
and routines; involving teachers in the decision-making process and regularly monitoring
the effectiveness of school practices and their impact on student learning.
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The quality of school leadership can have a dramatic effect on student
achievement. According to Waters et al. (2003), the average effect size between
leadership and student achievement is .25. Waters et al. explained this correlation as
follows:
Consider two schools (School A and School B) with similar student and teacher
populations. Both demonstrate achievement on a standardized, norm-referenced
test at the 50th percentile. Principals in both schools are also average, that is, their
abilities in the 21 key leadership responsibilities (Appendix B) are ranked at the
50 percentile. Now assume that the principal of School B improves his/her
demonstrated abilities in all 21 responsibilities by exactly 1 standard deviation ..
Our research findings indicate that this increase in leadership ability would
translate into mean student achievement as School B that is 10 percentile points
higher than School A. (p. 3)
An examination of the impact of school leadership on student achievement in one
specific school was focused in large measure on the instructional role of the principal.
Supported in the conclusions of this examination was the importance of the role of school
principal in terms of not only student achievement but also faculty job satisfaction, which
has direct bearing on student achievement. According to Epps (2002),
This study suggests that this principal employed strategies that created an
environment that helped to improve student achievement and teacher job
satisfaction... The study also stresses that the principal does not improve
achievement alone. The principal must delegate authority and empower teachers
so that they may become leaders, (p. 92)
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Epps (2002) and! Waters et al. (2003) clearly described a leader who was employing at
least some of the characteristics of servant leaders as he sought to empower the faculty on
his staff.
In a study of the relationship of school leadership orientation to student
achievement, Palmour (2000) found that the data supported the correlation relationship
between principals’ “symbolic” leadership orientation and student achievement:
Symbolic principals were positively correlated at 99.87% with student
achievement. . . Symbolic principals were those whose behavior, and the intent
behind that behavior, tends to operate from a role that values the human
orientation, viewing culture, norms, beliefs, values, and the rituals as important in
developing relationships within the organization. The symbolic leader is
concerned with the overall cultural orientation of the organization and directs his
or her activities in an attempt to validate that culture and finds ways to best serve
the needs of those involved. This type of leader seeks a shared sense of meaning
with those in his or her organization as well as a deeper purpose in his or her
work. (pp. 48-49)
The symbolic leader described by Palmour is not unlike Greenleaf’s (1991) servant
leader, particularly with regard to such areas as seeking to create a shared sense of
purpose, serving the needs of those in the organization, developing human relationships
within the organization, and seeking meaningful purpose in one’s work.
Conclusion
Clearly the research conducted to date revealed a wide range of factors that
influence the organizational effectiveness of schools. Student academic performance is
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the new renewable resource that is influenced by multiplying factors that are beyond the
control of school leaders. High schools throughout the nation are on alert and preparing
for the burgeoning complexities related to depleting resources and increased
accountability for results. The researcher has observed the changing landscape of
education and the testing of efficacious qualities of educational leaders, yet, a growing
number of inspired school leaders have created effective learning climates in the most
challenging of settings. Implied in the overall research is that school cultures and climate
are impacted directly through the daily operatives of the school leader. This impact may
be ancillary in nature, nonetheless it is important for supporting the work of classroom
teachers who have a tighter significance to student performance gains and may warrant
further investigation.
Organizational leadership, in general, has paid greater attention to Greeleaf s
(1991) ideas about servant leadership in recent years. The principles of servant
leadership have been applied in a wide range of organizational settings and have been
proven to be quite effective. Yet, their application in the field of education has been
limited as has the systematic study of their effectiveness in those schools where they are
being applied. Thus, there is u clear need to conduct research to evaluate servant
leadership as a potential factor in creating a more effective learning environment in
schools.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The research methodology was intended to provide the reader with an
understanding of the relationship among the behaviors and attitudes of servant leaders (as
perceived by both those leaders themselves and by their respective faculty members),
organizational culture, and student achievement as measured by the Minnesota
Comprehensive Assessment (MCA II).
Research conducted as part of this study included gathering data from public
school principals and their respective faculties. Participation from Minnesota schools
was sought with focus on metro, suburban, and greater Minnesota districts. Educational
organizations were selected from the 14 schools invited by the Minnesota State
Department of Education to participate in the High School Action Research Project for
“Minnesota Lighthouse High Schools” in June, 2005. Independent variable data were
gathered utilizing the Organizational Leader Assessment (OLA) (see Appendix A) (Laub,
1999). Dependent variable data included 2006 MCA II scores in reading and math. This
data was then analyzed to ascertain what the relationship was among servant leadership
behaviors and organizational success as measured by the determining variable (student
achievement). Analysis of principal and teacher perceptions of school climate, based on
specific questions in the OLA, also were conducted to determine if correlations exist
77

between servant leader behaviors on the part or principals and organizational climate, as
perceived by both the school leader and their respective faculties.
The data gathered from the OLA were quantified in the following manner.
Questions 1 through 54 were totaled to establish a Servant Leadership Score (SLS) for
each school leader. The survey responses (on a Likert scale of 1 to 5) were totaled,
creating a total score for each school out of a total possible score of 270.
The Climate Score (CS) was determined by using the OLA responses for
Questions 55 through 60. Again, the total (out of a possible 30) was established per
school. 2006 MCA II scores were quantified using data obtained from the Minnesota
Department of Education. The percentage of students scoring a Level 3 or above (on a
scale of 1 to 5) for each part of the test (math and reading) were totaled. The MCA II
Sum Score was thus established for the spring, 2006 academic year.
Utilizing SPSS software, an analysis was run to determine the Pearson’s
Correlation Coefficient for each of the correlations: Principal Servant Leadership Score
and Faculty Perception Score; School Principal and Faculty Perception of Organizational
Climate; School Principal Servant Leadership Score and Faculty Perception of
Organizational Climate; School Principal Servant Leadership Score and Student
Achievement (MCA II); Servant Leadership Score and Climate Perception Scores and
Student Achievement (MCA II). Each relationship was then analyzed again to include
the demographic profile of the school and principal (number of leadership service years
on site and student enrollment Grades 10-12).
The primary research questions addressed in this correlational study of servant
leadership in public schools and its impact to student achievement were as follows:
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1. To what extent do high school principals exhibit servant leadership behaviors
and attitudes in their leadership based on their own perception and as
perceived by their respective faculty members?
2. How clo high school principals and their faculty perceive the school’s
organizational climate at their respective high schools?
3. What is the relationship between the high school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and faculty perceptions of the school’s organizational culture?
4. What is the relationship between the high school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and student achievement?
5. What is the relationship between administrative and faculty perceptions of the
school’s organizational culture and student achievement?
6. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the
degree of perceived servant leadership characteristics?
7. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the
degree of perceived organizational culture?
Participants
An invitation to participate in the study was extended to 14 high school
principals/school leaders of schools that were selected as “Lighthouse High School
Programs” by the Minnesota Department of Education (Appendix H). All school leaders
involved in the Lighthouse Project were selected for the initial survey. Background
information about the research and a brief description of the study was provided to each
prospective participant.
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Participation by eight high school principals and their respective faculties served
as the sample. To utilize a participating school’s data, at least 20% of the faculty
members, including the principal, were needed to complete and return the survey.
Participation by school leaders was voluntary; those who chose to participate had to agree
to actively encourage maximum participation by their respective faculties.
Survey Instrument
The Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA), a research-based survey
instrument, was selected to measure servant leadership and organizational climate (see
Appendix A). The focus of the OLA was the nature of the school leader’s leadership and
the climate in each school, as perceived by both the school leader and faculty. The OLA
was chosen for several reasons. First, its development involved a three-part Delphi
survey conducted with 14 authorities in the field of servant leadership. Subsequently, the
OLA was field tested to establish its reliability (.98). According to Laub (1990), further
analysis showed a positive correlation “between the OLA score and the job satisfaction
score . . . and a factor analysis revealed a two-factor solution composed of organization
assessment items and leadership assessment items” (p. 2).
Another key reason for selecting the OLA was that the research behind it was
more broadly focused than that of Page and Wong (2000). Laub’s (1999) efforts
concentrated on the impact and potential of servant leadership in secular organizations,
making the instrument relevant to the public school setting being studied by this
researcher. Finally, the OLA was developed to provide insights not only about the
servant leader, but also about teacher perception of school climate. The instrument was
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utilized to ascertain individual principals’ servant leadership characteristics and behaviors
and how both teachers and school principals perceived the school climate.
Procedures
Each of the high schools choosing to participate in this study identified a school
designee (administrative assistant/assistant principal) to receive a cover letter providing
instructions for distribution, collection, and return of the survey materials. Each
principal’s packet and faculty member’s packet respectively included an Informed
Consent Letter, a cover letter (see Appendices B, C, D, and E), and the survey
instrument. (Appendix A). Each faculty survey was coded to identify the respondent’s
school and the school leader’s survey was also coded so as to enable identification as the
principal’s response.
Eight of the 14 high schools invited into this research agreed to participate. The
high school principals and their faculties of these eight sampled schools completed the
OLA and provided data regarding their perception of school leadership and school
climate. Each high school was sampled individually and data analyzed independent of
the other schools studied. The overall scores of each school sampled were then analyzed
to compare within the universe of Lighthouse Schools sampled. These data enabled this
researcher to gain input and insight from school principals and faculties of schools where
the current model ofleadership had been stable for the past year. The materials were sent
to ich school's designee in a packet containing a cover letter addressed to the school’s
designee including directions and a deadline for the return of the surveys as well as a
postage-paid return envelope. Each school principal and faculty survey included a brief
letter of explanation and directions for completion of the survey, along with an Informed
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Consent Letter and directions for returning the survey to the school’s designee. MCA II
scores were obtained from the Minnesota Department of Education for the spring
administration of the 2006 assessment which enabled this researcher to analyze gains in
student achievement.
Assumptions
In conducting this study, the researcher made the assumption that each school’s
MCA II scores would be a valid means of measuring student achievement as well as of
measuring changes in such achievement levels compared to previous academic years. In
addition, the assumption was made that the survey respondents would provide their
honest evaluation of the leadership and climate of their school based upon the assurances
of the researcher of complete anonymity and confidentiality.
Limitations
There were several limitations that impacted this research study. First, the sample
of schools was limited to the scope of secondary high schools across the state of
Minnesota. Additionally, responses were only requested of those high schools identified
by the Minnesota Department of Education as “Lighthouse High Schools.” A broader
sample of schools as well as school levels may well have provided more reliable data.
Further, this researcher was required to use the OLA instrument without any changes or
adaptations (J. A. Laub, personal communication, June 22, 2006). Additional questions
from survey instruments may have been of assistance in the interpretation of this data
collected. Finally, inclusion of some open-ended questions may have enabled this
researcher to gain further insight into the responses of those to participate in the sample.

82

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this research was to examine the relationship among the behaviors
and attitudes of servant leaders (as perceived by both those leaders themselves and by
their respective faculty members), organizational culture, and student achievement as
measured by the 2006 Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA II). The study also
examined relationships between servant leadership and school climate and between
school climate and student achievement.
Research conducted as a part of this study included gathering data from public
school administrators and their respective faculties. Participation from Minnesota
schools was sought with focus on metro, suburban, and greater Minnesota districts.
Educational organizations were selected from the 14 schools invited by the Minnesota
State Department of Education to participate in the High School Action Research Project
for “Minnesota Lighthouse High Schools” June, 2005. Independent variable data were
gathered, utilizing the Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA) (Laub, 1999) (see
Appendix A). Dependent variable data included the 2006 MCA II scores in reading and
_iath. This data was then analyzed to ascertain what the relationship was among servant
leadership behaviors and organizational success as measured by the determining variable
(student achievement). Analysis of principal and teacher perceptions of school climate,
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based on specific questions in the OLA, also were conducted to determine if correlations
existed between servant leader behaviors on the part of principals and organizational
climate, as perceived by both the high school principal and their respective faculties.
School principals designated an individual (typically a secretary or assistant principal)
who distributed, collected, and returned the surveys to this researcher. In this study,
student achievement was measured by the 2006 MCA II, utilizing a sum score based on
the percentages of students receiving a score of 3 or higher (on a scoring scale of 1 to 5
with 1 serving as the lowest score). The data for student achievement on the MCA II
were gathered from the Minnesota Department of Education and included test results for
the MCA II administered in the spring of 2006. The percentage of students scoring a
Level 3 or above (on a scale of 1 to 5) for each part of the assessment (math and reading)
were totaled. The MCA II Sum Score was, thus, established for each school.
The Servant Leadership Score (SLS) was established by totaling responses of
Questions 1 though 54 of the OLA (Laub, 1999). A School Climate Score (CS) was
established for each participating school by utilizing Questions 55 though 60 of the OLA.
The demographic data of the high schools studied were established through a
qualitative interview with each school’s primary leader. These questions related to
principal tenure and high school enrollment.
The primary research questions addressed in this correlational study of servant
leadership in public schools and its impact to student achievement were as follows:
1. To what extent do high school principals exhibit servant leadership behaviors
and attitudes in their leadership based on their own perception and as
percei ved by their respective faculty members?
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2. How do high school principals and their faculty perceive the school’s
organizational climate at their respective high schools?
3. What is the relationship between the school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and faculty perceptions of the school’s organizational culture?
4. What is the relationship between the school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and student achievement?
5. What is the relationship between administrative and faculty perceptions of the
school’s organizational culture and student achievement?
6. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the
degree of perceived servant leadership characteristics?
7. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the
degree of perceived organizational culture?
Methods
The data gathered from the OLA were quantified in the following manner.
Questions 1 through 54 were totaled to establish a Servant Leadership Score (SLS) for
each school leader. The survey responses (on a Likert scale of 1 to 5) were totaled,
creating a total score for each school out of a total possible score of 270.
The Climate Score (CS) was determined by using the OLA responses for
Questions 55 through 60. Again, the total (out of a possible 30) was established per
school. MCA II scores were quantified using data obtained from the Minnesota
Department of Education. The percentage of students scoring a Level 3 or above (on a
scale of 1 to 5), for each part of the test (math and reading) were totaled. The MCA II
Sum Score was thus established for the spring- 2006 academic year.

Utilizing SPSS software, an analysis was run to determine the Pearson’s
Correlation Coefficient for each of the correlations: Principal Servant Leadership Score
and Faculty Perception Score; School Principal and Faculty Perception of Organizational
Climate; School Principa1 Servant Leadership Score and Faculty Perception of
Organizational Climate; School Principal Servant Leadership Score and Student
Achievement (MCA II); Servant Leadership Score and Climate Perception Scores and
Student Achievement (MCA II). Each relationship was then analyzed again to include
the demographic profile of the school and leader (years of site level leadership and
student enrollment Grades 10-12). The results are described below.
Results
Research Question 1: To what extent do high school principals exhibit servant
leadership behaviors and attitudes in their leadership based on their own perception and
as perceived by their respective faculty members? Total Servant Leadership Scores in
the eight schools surveyed ranged from 181.00 to 237.00 out of a possible 270.00 points.
Presented in Table 3 is the correlation between Servant Leadership Scores (As self
reported by principals) and the Total Servant Leadership Scores (As reported by faculty
and Principal). The data depicted a strong positive relationship between the faculty and
school leader’s response to servant leadership behaviors as represented by SLS (principal
response) and riotal SLS (principal and faculty response) (r = .842, p>.05) (see Appendix
G, Question 1).

Table 3. Pearson Product Correlation (p) between Servant Leadership Scores (Principal
Response) and Total Servant Leadership Scores (Perceived by Faculty).

Correlational Items

P

High School Principal Servant Leadership Score
(Principal Response) and Total Faculty Servant
Leadership Score (Faculty Perceptions)

.842*

N = 262 OLA Responses
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
Research Question 2: How do high school principals and their faculty perceive
the school’s organizational climate at their respective high schools? Total Climate
Scores for the eight schools ranged from 21.00 to 28.00 out of a total possible score of
30.00. Table 4 represents the correlation between Climate Scores (As self reported by
principals) and the Total Climate Scores (As reported by faculty and principal). The data
depicted a very strong positive relationship between the faculty and school leader’s
response to climate indicators as represented by CS (principal response) and Total CS
(principal and faculty response) (r = .949, p> .05) (see Appendix G, Question 2).
Table 4. Pearson Product Correlation (p) between Organizational Climate Scores
(Principal Response) and Total Climate Score (Perceived by Faculty).
Correlational Items

P

High School Climate Score (Principal Response) and
Total Faculty Climate Score (Faculty Perceptions)

.949*

N = 262 OLA Responses
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
Research Question 3. What is the relationship between the high school principal’s
servant leadership characteristics andfaculty perceptions o f the school’s organizational
culture? Total Servant Leadership Scores in the eight schools surveyed ranged from
87

181.00 to 237.00 out of a possible 270.00 points. Total Climate Scores for the eight
schools ranged from 21.00 to 28.00 out of a total possible score of 30.00.
Table 5 depicts the relationship between the high school principal’s servant
leadership characteristics and faculty perceptions of the high school’s culture. The data
depicted a strong positive relationship between the school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and faculty perceptions of the school’s organizational climate (r = .833,
p>.05) (see Appendix G, Question 3).
Table 5. Pearson Product Correlation (p) between Servant Leadership Scores (Principal
Response) and Total Faculty Perceptions of the School’s Organizational Climate.
Correlational Items

P

High School Principal Servant Leadership Score
(Principal Response) and Total Faculty Climate Score
(Faculty Perceptions)

.833*

N = 262 OLA Responses
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
Research Question 4. What is the relationship between the school principal's
servant leadership characteristics and student achievement? Total Servant Leadership
Scores in the eight schools surveyed ranged from 181.00 to 237.00 out of a possible
270.00 points. The sum scores in reading ranged from 51.92% to 79.84% out of a total of
100%. The sum scores in math ranged from 15.53% to 48.88% out of a total of 100%.
Table 6 represents the relationship between Total Servant Leadership Scores and Student
Achievement as measured by MCA II in reading and mathematic sum scores in the spring
of 2006. The data depicted a negative relationship between school leader characteristics
and student achievement in reading (r = -.408, p>.05) and math (r = -.501, p>.05). The
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relationship between the reading and mathematic scores were similar, yet not significant
(see Appendix G, Question 4).
Table 6. Pearson Product Correlation (p) between Servant Leadership Scores (Principal
Response) and Student Achievement (2006 MCA II Reading and Math).
Correlational Items

P

Total Servant Leadership Score and Student
Achievement - MCA II Reading
Total Servant Leadership Score and
Student Achievement - MCA II Math
N = 262 OLA Responses
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)

-.408
-.501

Research Question 5. What is the relationship between administrative and faculty
perceptions o f the school’s organizational culture and student achievement? Total
Climate Scores for the eight schools ranged from 21.00 to 28.00 out of a total possible
score of 30.00. The sum scores in reading ranged from 51.92% to 79.84% out of a total of
100%. The sum scores in math ranged from 15.53% to 48.88% out of a total of 100%.
Table 7 represents the relationship between Total Climate Scores and Student
Achievement as measured by MCA II in reading and mathematic sum scores in the spring
of 2006. The data depicted a negative relationship between the perceptions of the
school’s organizational culture and student achievement in reading (r = -.219, p>.05) and
mathematics (r = -.249, p>.05) The relationship between the reading and mathematic
scores were again similar, yet not significant (see Appendix G, Question 5).

89

Table 7. Pearson Product Correlation (p) between Total Climate Scores (Faculty and
Principal) and Student Achievement (2006 MCA II Reading and Math).

Correlational Items

P

Total Climate Scores and
Student Achievement - MCA II Math

-.219

Total Climate Scores and
Student Achievement - MCA II Reading

-.249

N = 262 OLA Responses
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
Research Question 6. How do demographics related to the identified school
principal predict the school leader’s degree o f servant leadership characteristics? The
number of years of service as high school principal in one’s current role ranged from 2 to
»L

iL

21 years. The number of 10 through 12 -grade students served within the school
ranged from 380 to 1226. Total Servant Leadership Scores in the eight schools surveyed
ranged from 181.00 to 237.00 out of a possible 270.00 points. The data indicated that
there was not a significant relationship between the principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and years of service (r = -.047, p>.05) and total student enrollment (r -.181, p>.05) (see Appendix G, Question 6). Depicted in this data set was a negative
relationship between the principal’s servant leadership score and years of service as well
as student enrollment. No significance was reported.
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Table 8. Pearson Product Correlation (p) between High School Principal Demographics
(Years of Service and Total School Enrollment) and Servant Leadership Scores (Principal
and Faculty Response).
Correlational Items

... 2 ____

Years of Service (High School Principal)
and Total School Enrollment

.181

Years of Service (High School Principal)
and Servant Leadership Scores

-.047

Servant Leadership Scores and
Total School Enrollment

-.407

>

N = 262 OLA Responses
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
Research Question 7. How do demographics related to the identified school
principal predict the school’s degree o f the school’s organizational culture? The number
of years of service as school leader in one’s current role ranged from 2 to 21. The
number of 10*" through 12th-grade students served within the school ranged from 380 to
1226. Total Climate Scores for the eight schools ranged from 21.00 to 28.00 out of a
total possible score of 30.00. The data indicated that there was not a significant
relationship between school climate indicators and both years of service and student
enrollment (see Appendix G, Question 7). Depicted in this data set was a negative
relationship between the climate scores and student enrollment. No significance was
reported.
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Table 9. Pearson Product Correlation (p) between High School Principal Demographics
(Years of Service and Total School Enrollment) and Climate Scores (Principal and
Faculty Response).*
Correlational Items

P

Years of Service (High School Principal)
and Total School Enrollment

.181

Years of Service (High School Principal)
and Climate Scores

.303

Total School Enrollment and Climate Scores
N = 262 OLA Responses
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed)
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-.515

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Introduction
Servant leadership is a concept first introduced by Greenleaf (1991) focusing on
the importance of the facilitative and servant role of the organizational leader. According
to Greenleaf, the servant leader is one who puts primary attention toward meeting the
needs of his or her followers. Servant leadership has been successfully applied in
business, theological, and higher education organizations in recent decades and has
become a topic of increasing interest and discussion among present-day leadership
theorists. However, minimal investigation has been conducted to determine the
effectiveness of servant leadership in the public school arena. At a time when school
personnel are under momentous pressures to improve student output, servant leadership
may be one element in the holistic evolving approaches of school improvement.
This researcher’s logic assumed that a public school principal, whose primary
objective is to meet the needs of his or her faculty, would cultivate a positive school
climate and greater gains in student performance. A correlational study was conducted to
examine relationships between two main variables; school principal servant leadership
characteristics and organizational success, as measured by student achievement on the
2006 MCA II. The data were also analyzed to examine relationships between servant
leadership of school leaders and organizational climate in the schools. The level of
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student achievement, as measured by MCA II results for each school, served as the
criterion variable. The servant leadership (or lack thereof) comprised the predictor
variable. Additional demographic analyses were also conducted between the leadership
tenure and student enrollment factors and its relationship between servant leadership
characteristics and climate scores.
The OLA, a research-based survey instrument, was utilized for this study.
Developed by Laub (1999), the OLA provided input and insight from the school
principals and faculties of Minnesota public high schools selected as “Lighthouse High
Schools.” The focus of the OLA is the nature of the school administration’s leadership
and the climate in each school, as perceived by both the school leader and their faculty.
Data for student achievement were compiled by utilizing the 2006 MCA II reading and
math data from the Minnesota Department of Education.
Discussion
The purpose of this research study was to determine whether significant
relationships existed between servant leadership behaviors and characteristics of school
leaders and organizational success, as measured by student achievement. Additionally,
relationships between servant leadership of school principal and school climate were
examined.
When examining the extent to which school principals exhibit servant leadership
behaviors and attitudes in their leadership, the participating schools exhibited a range of
Servant Leadership Scores from a low of 181.00 to a high of 237.00 (out of a total
possible Servant Leadership Score o f270.00). Expressed as percentage scores, these
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Servant Leadership Scores ranged from a low of 67.03% to a high of 87.86% (Appendix
G, Question 1).
Significant differences between the school leader’s view of their leadership
attributes and the views of their faculties were evident in the data. The overall Servant
Leadership Score included input from each school principal, yet, there was a marked
difference between the overall Servant Leadership Score for each school and the
individual school principal’s response. With two exceptions, school leaders indicated a
much higher estimation of their own servant leadership attributes than did their faculties.
Interestingly, the scores reported lower by the leader than the total scores (Schools SI
and S7) showed only a slight percentage difference of 5.18% and 1.58% respectively.
The two school leaders identified by the highest Servant Leadership Scores (School S5
and School S8) responded with a self-score of 229.00 (84.81%) and 250.00 (92.59%),
whereas the overall Servant Leadership Score was 206.00 (76.26%) and 237.00
(87.86%). This difference in leader and faculty scores accounts for a 13.28 % variance in
scores.
With regard to organizational climate, the school principal’s perceptions were
primarily at or above their respective faculties. One principal responded lower than that
of the faculty score (School SI). Two of the high school principals self reported
100.00% on the Climate Score (School S2 and School S8), whereas their faculties’
responses ranged from 88.81% and 94.35%, respectively. This difference in leader and
faculty scores accounts for a 5.54 % variance in scores. The data are depicted in
Appendix G question 2.

95

This study showed a positive statistical relationship for both servant leadership
and climate assessments between the school principal and his or her faculty.
•

Total SLS (r = .842, p>.05) (see Table 3).

* Total CS (r = .949, p> .05) (see Table 4).
Deduced from these strong data correlations was the value of leadership behavior as
related to the overall organizational culture.
Other studies have similarly shown school leader perceptions and that of faculty
to be significantly related specifically in organizations linking the transformational and
shared instructional leadership practices. Firestone (1996) reported that vision focused
leaders and their faculties create a fundamental and enduring sense of purpose in the
organization. The action orientation of the collective group builds organizational
capacity with a shared sense of identity and collaborative energy toward performance. \
The collegial relationships in these organizations are characterized through uniform
actions, thoughts and a high level of commitment and efficacy toward each other and the
system in which they work.
The correlation between Servant Leadership and perceptions of the school’s
organizational culture was significant (r = .833, p>.05) (see Table 5). Reflected in this
correlation was the well-established relationship between leadership and culture (Hay
Group, 2004). As this group of researchers agreed, cultures consist of the shared values
and beliefs in the organization. Culture, from their observations, referred to the things
that people “agree are true” and “agree are right.” Changing school cultures for
improved effectiveness is possible through capacity-building training and leadership that
fosters and embeds the promotion of professional learning communities.
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The correlation between Total Servant Leadership and Total Climate Scores and
student achievement (2006 MCA II Sum Scores in reading and mathematics) was not
significant, in fact was represented as a negative relationship
® SLS and Reading Achievement (r = -.408, p>.05). SLS and Math
Achievement (r = -.501, p>.05). (see Table 6).
•

CS and Reading Achievement (r = -.219, p>.05). CS and Math Achievement
(r = -.249, p>.05) (see Table 7).

Deduced from this non-significant data correlation presented that servant leadership
behaviors and the perceptions of the school’s culture have little impact on student
achievement skills in both math and reading.
A meta-analysis conducted by Twisters, Bosker, and Kruger (2003) validates this
study’s finding. They reported an average correlation between leadership and student
academic achievement of .02, indicating almost no relationship between leadership and
achievement. To dramatize the point, their article is entitled “Educational Leadership
and Student Achievement: The Elusive Search for an Association.” Their research
specifically focused on literacy comprehension and its relationship to leadership
behaviors and found very little association.
Finally, the correlation between the Servant Leadership and Climate Scores were
not statistically significant when compared to the school demographic factors such as
leader tenure in current position and/or student enrollment in Grades 10-12. As depicted
in Tables 8 and 9, there were no clear patterns evident to enable this researcher to link
leadership behaviors or perceptions of climate to factors related to leadership tenure
and/or student enrollment size (see Appendix G, Questions 6 and 7).
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Conclusions
Significant relationships were revealed in this research study. Servant leadership
scores clearly shared a positive relationship between the school leader’s response and
his/her faculty perceptions of the leader’s servant leader characteristics. This positive
trend was also evident when factoring the same relationship directed toward school
climate indicators. Another positive correlation was made between the total servant
leadership scores and the total climate scores. Further, similar academic scores were
reported when exploring relationships between Servant Leadership Scores, Climate
Scores with regard to student achievement in both mathematics and reading, but no
significance was reported. This finding of a negative correlation was surprising and
provides the basis for further discussion of this study and recommendations for future
research. Similarly, the demographic profiles in relationship to both the servant
leadership and climate scores studied provided no true trends that had positive association
and may call for additional research.
Although the results of this research did not lend themselves to definitive
conclusions about the relationships between servant leadership and organizational
success (MCA II) in Minnesota Public Secondary Schools, there are valuable inferences
that can be drawn from the data. The strong correlation between servant leadership and
school climate is an indication of the important value of servant leadership in an
educational setting. The clear relationship between the influence of the school principal’s
servant leadership behaviors and attributes and the school climate revealed the potential
of the servant leader to influence positively the way teachers feel about their work and
their school. This correlation was strong both when comparing servant leadership
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behaviors and perceptions of school climate, indicating that servant leadership may be a
significant asset in developing a positive school climate for learning. This research study
and its resulting data warrant consideration of the inclusion of servant leadership as a
component in educational leadership training, induction, and development programs.
These leadership skills are imperative to transforming the educational environment which
has significant impact to the outcomes of student achievement.
The correlation between servant leadership, climate, and student achievement
(represented by the 2006 MCA II Sum Scores in Math and Reading) was not strong
enough to warrant a significant relationship. While these study results were surprising in
light of the wealth of comparable research that has supported the relationship between
school leadership and student performance (Coleman, et al., 1996; Leithwood & Jantzi,
1999; Nicholson, 2003; Parish, 2002), they can be understood as individual factors not
exclusive to the multifaceted nature (internal and external) of student performance
measures. Regardless of the student achievement results observed through thi s study, the
data in this research study clearly indicate the value of servant leadership as part of the
prescription for improving student academic outcomes. Servant leadership should be
emphasized as on-going growth goals for school principal professional training and
development.
Implications
This correlational study of servant leadership in secondary schools in the state of
Minnesota yielded both valuable and interesting insights. Although no clear evidence
existed to show that servant leadership had a direct relationship to increases in student
performance in the schools sampled, there was a strong relationship among servant
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leadership behaviors reported and the perceptions of organizational climate. Based on
the data, servant leadership perceptions by the principal him- or herself, and that of the
faculty were also strongly linked. Thus, one can conclude that servant leadership
behaviors, whether modeled or perceived, may contribute to an improved learning
atmosphere for students when faculty feel more satisfied with their workplace. The
indirect effect of school leadership on student achievement has been well documented
(Cotton, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Heck, 1996; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999;
Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; McLeod, 2000; Palmour, 2000; Quinn, 2001; Sergiovanni,
1999; Silins & Murray-Harvey, 1998). This study of servant leadership characteristics,
organizational culture, and student performance similarly revealed relationships among
variables that would imply that the effects of school leadership on student outcomes are
indirect but important nonetheless.
Recommendations for Further Study
This study should be considered a preliminary investigation in identifying the
relationship between servant leadership behaviors and attitudes of servant leaders,
organizational culture, and student performance. Longitudinal studies of public
secondary schools might provide data that would prove useful in understanding whether
servant leadership correlates to student achievement over time, and whether such
correlations stem from direct or indirect relationships. This quantitative induction study
would be enriched with parallel qualitative research detailing information about servant
leadership in secondary school settings. This data could be linked to the outcomes
attained through quantitative measures of student performance, organizational climate,
and attributes of servant leaders.
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Although continued research focusing on servant leadership is being conducted,
there have been few studies that center on servant leadership in the field of public
education. As more objective research is undertaken, increased understanding about the
importance and implications of this approach to leadership will expand. As national,
state, and local stakeholders amplify the need for accountability and performance, such
studies will further add to the current volume of knowledge; enabling public educators to
meet the demands of 21st century learning and provide an ever-increasing system of
reform for the students served.

r
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APPENDICES

Appendix A
The Organizational Leadership Assessment

Organizational
Leadership
Assessment
4243 North Sherry Drive
Marion, IN 46952
jlaub@indwes.edu
(765) 677-2520

General Instructions
The purpose o f this instrument is to allow organizations to discover how their leadership practices and
beliefs impact the different ways people function within the organization. This instrument is designed to
be taken by people at all levels of die organization including workers, managers and top leadership. As you
respond to the different statements, please answer as to what you believe is generally true about your
organization or work unit. Please respond with your own personal feelings and beliefs and not those of
others, or those that others would want you to have. Respond as to how things are ... not as they could be,
or should be.
Feel free to use the full spectrum of answers (from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree). You will find
that some of the statements will be easy to respond to while others may require more thought . If you are
uncertain, you may want to answer with your first, intuitive response. Please be honest and candid. The
response we seek is the one that most closely represents your feelings or beliefs about the statement that is
being considered. There are three different sections to this instrument. Carefully read the brief instructions
that are given prior to each section. Your involvement in this assessment is anonymous and confidential.
Before completing the assessment it is important to fill in the name of the organization or organizational
unit being assessed. If you are assessing an organizational unit (department, team or work unit) rather than
the entire organization you will respond to all of the statements in light of that work unit.

IMPORTANT.....Please complete the following
Write in the name of the organization or organizational unit (department, team or work unit) you are
assessing with this instrument.
Organization (or Organizational Unit) N a m e :___________________________________
Indicate your present role/position in the organization or work unit. Please circle one.
1 = Top Leadership (top level of leadership)
2 = Management (supervisor, manager)
3 = Workforce (staff, member, worker)
© J a m e s A la n L a u b , 1998
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P le a s e p ro v id e y o u r re s p o n se to e a c h s ta te m e n t b y p la c in g an X in o n e o f th e fiv e b o x e s

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Section 1;

In this section, please respond to each statement as you believe it applied to the entire
organization (or organizational unit) including workers, managers/supervisors, and top
leadership.

In general, people within this organization
1
1

Trust each other

2

Are clear on the key goals of the organization

3

Are non-juclgmental - they keep an open mind

4

Respect each other

5

Know where this organization is headed in the future

6

Maintain high ethical standards

7

Work well together in teams

8

Value differences in culture, race & ethnicity

9

Are caring & compassionate towards each other

10

Demonstrate high integrity & honesty

11

Are trustworthy

12

Relate well to each other

13

Attempt to work with others more than working on

14

Are held accountable for reaching work goals

15

Are aware of the needs of others

16

Allow for individuality o f style and expression

17

Are encouraged by supervisors to share in making
important decisions

18

Work to maintain positive working relationships

19

Accept people as they are

tV ip ir n w t i
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2

3

4

5

20

View conflict as an opportunity to learn and grow

21

Know how to get along with people

Please provide your response to each statement by placing an X in one of the live boxes

Section 2:

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

In this section, please respond to each statement as you believe it applies to the
leadership of the organization (or organizational unit) including managers/supervisors
and top leadership.

1
M anagers/Supervisors and Top Leadership in this
22
23
24
25
26
27

Communicate a clear vision of the future of the
organization
Are open to learning from those who are below them in
the organi zation
Allow workers to help determine where this
organization is headed
Work alongside the workers instead of separate from
them
Use persuasion to influence others instead of coercion
or force
Don’t hesitate to provide the leadership that is needed

28

Promote open communication and sharing of
information

29

Give workers the power to make important decisions

30

Provide the support and resources needed to help
workers meet their goals

31

Create an environment that encourages learning

32

Are open to receiving criticism & challenge from
others

33

Say what they mean, and mean what they say

34

Encourage each person to exercise leadership

35

Admit personal limitations & mistakes

36

Encourag e people to take risks even if they may fail

© J a m e s A la n L a u b , 1998
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ir

2

3

4

5

37

Practice the same behavior they expect from others

38

Facilitate the building of community & team

39

Do not demand special recognition for being leaders

4 0

Lead by example by modeling appropriate behavior

4

j

4 2

4 2

44

Seek to influence others from a positive relationship
rather than from the authority of their position
Provide opportunities for all workers to develop to
their full potential
Honestly evaluate themselves before seeking to
evaluate others
Use their power and authority to benefit the workers

Please provide your response to each statement by placing an X in one of the five boxes

1
Strongly
Disagree

2

3

4

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Managers/Supervisors and Top Leadership in this
Organization
46
47

Build people up through encouragement and
affirmation
Encourage workers to work together rather than
competing against each other

48

Are humble - they do not promote themselves

49

Communicate clear plans & goals for the organization

50

Provide mentor relationships in order to help people
grow professionally

51

Are accountable & responsible to others

52

Are receptive listeners

53

Do not seek after special status or the “perks” of
leadership

54

Put the needs of the workers ahead of their own

© Ja m e s A la n L a u b , 1998

1

2

5
Strongly
Agree

3

4

5

Section 3

In this section, please respond to each statement as you believe it is true about you
personally and your role in the organization (or organizational unit).

In viewing my own role ...
55

I feel appreciated by my supervisor for what I
contribute

56

I am working at a high level of productivity

57

I am listened to by those above me in the organization

58

I feel good about my contribution to the organization

59

I receive encouragement and affirmation from those
above me in the organization

60

My job is important to the success of this organization

61

I trust the leadership of this organization

62

I enjoy working in this organization

63

I am respected by those above me in the organization

64

I am able to be creative in my job

65

In this organization, a person’s work is valued more
than their title

66

I am able to use my best gifts and abilities in my job

© J a m e s A la n L a u b , 1998

1

2

3

4

5

Using the OLA for Academic Research Purposes
Letter of Understanding

Thank you for expressing an interest in the Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA) for
your dissertation or thesis. If you determine that the OLA will meet your research needs I am
agreeable to provide you the OLA master to you for the sole purpose of your dissertation study.
You will first need to provide me with a summary of your research design and how you intend to
use the OLA. This design will specify your research questions and your methodology (normally
a summary of Chapter 3 of your proposal).
If this is agreeable to both of us and we agree to allow you to use the OLA, I will send you a copy
of the OLA (or, see option 2 below).
In addition you will agree to ...

•

Use the OLA in its entirety, as it is, without changes (sections of the OLA can not be
taken out and used separately)

•

Use the OLA only for the specific study proposed

•

Make your own copies of the OLA (what is needed for your study) ... See Option One
below

•

Do your own data entry and analysis - Option One

•

Provide me with a bound copy of your research results (once complete)

•

Allow me permission to use your research on our web-site

f*

There are two options for using the OLA for your research

Option One: I will provide you with a master copy of the OLA which you will use to make the
number of hard copies that you need for your study. This will be provided at no cost for the
purposes of your research.
Option Two: If you choose to use the on-line version of the OLA you may do so at a cost of
$3.00 per instrument. I will then provide you with a copy of your data in Access. In this option,
you will work with me to set up each of the organizations you are studying onto the
www.ola63-oup.com site. You will be provided with access to the site to monitor the progress of
each organization taking the OLA.
When considering the OLA for your research

Be aware that the OLA is not a self-assessment of an individual leader. It is an organizational
assessment that provides the perception of the workforce, managers and top leadership on the six
key areas of servant leadership.
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Appendix B
Principal Participation Letter
3900 East Burgen Rd. S.E.
Alexandria, MN 56308
October 3, 2006
Principal
High School
School Street
City, MN, Zip Code
D ear___________
I am a doctoral candidate at the University o f North Dakota in the Educational Leadership program,
specializing in Educational Leadership Culture. I am also a partner with you in the Minnesota Lighthouse
High School Action Research initiative as principal at Jefferson High School in Alexandria.
My dissertation topic, a correlational study of servant leadership qualities of educational leaders,
organizational culture, and student achievement, will require me to gather data from school leaders and
faculties. I am writing to request your approval and participation in this valuable research that would
involve completion o f a brief survey by you and your faculty.
All information (including names o f districts, schools, and individual teachers) will be kept strictly
confidential and all surveys will be labeled with either “Principal” or “Faculty Member” and “School A (or
B, C, D, etc.)” to ensure anonymity o f each respondent as well as of each school and district.
In your busy schedule, I hope you can find a moment to review the attached documents. They include my
resume and a copy o f the Organizational Leadership Assessment, which will be utilized as the survey
instrument in my research.
Your assistance in this study would be greatly appreciated. As a school leader, I am aware o f the demands
placed on all school personnel and will be mindful of that when I survey your faculty. The survey will
require each individual to answer just 60 questions using a Likert scale of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly
disagree).
I believe that the results o f this study may be useful to our profession as we seek to improve student
outcomes. It will be my pleasure to share my findings with you.
Thank you in advance for your participation and assistance in my research.

Sincerely yours,

Joseph R. Hill
Jefferson High School Principal
Alexandria, MN 56308
Jhill@alexandria.kl2.mn.us
320-762-7772
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership
University of North Dakota
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Appendix C
Principal-Designee Cover Letter
3900 East Burgen Rd. S.E.
Alexandria, MN 56308
October 3,2006
Principal Designee
_____ High School
Address
D ear___________
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of North Dakota in the Educational Leadership program,
specializing in Educational Leadership Culture. I am also a partner with you in the Minnesota Lighthouse
High School Action Research initiative as principal at Jefferson High School in Alexandria.
My dissertation topic, a correlational study of servant leadership qualities of educational leaders,
organizational cultuie, and student achievement, will require me to gather data from school leaders and
faculties. I am writing to request your participation, which would involve you distributing and collect)'ig
survey completed by the principal in your school and your faculty.
Please find the survey material for your faculty enclosed. In order for this study to be ethically sound and
to avoid possible bias, I would appreciate your distributing the surveys to the faculty. I am asking for a
random survey sample of each faculty member should receive one of the off-white colored packets, which
contains a cover letter and a survey. Your principal should receive the grey colored packet. Please assure
your faculty that all information (including names of districts, schools, and individual teachers) will be kept
strictly confidential and will not be identified in the final report.
Your assistance in this study is greatly appreciated. I fully recognize your busy professional schedule.
Distributing, collecting, and mailing die surveys back should take only a short amount of time. The data
resulting from the surveys is important, and may provide new insights into the principal’s role to increasing
student achievement and engagement.
When you distribute the packets, please provide faculty with a target date to return the surveys to you. You
know your faculty and its needs best and are in the best position to establish the timeframe for survey
completion. To ensure inclusion of your school’s survey data in my study, I would appreciate your
returning the principal and faculty surveys to me in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope(s) no
later than______
Thank you in advance for your assistance in my research.
Sincerely yours,

Joseph R. Hill
Jefferson High School Principal
Alexandria, Mn 56308
Jhill@alexandria.kl 2.mn.us
320-762-7772
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership
University o f North Dakota

110

Appendix D
Teacher Cover Letter

3900 East Burgen Rd. S.E.
Alexandria, MN 56308
October 3,2006

Dear Colleague,
1 am the high school principal in Alexandria, Minnesota and a doctoral candidate through the University of
North Dakota in the Educational Leadership program, specializing in Educational Leadership and school
culture. I am also a partner with your school in the Minnesota Lighthouse High School Action Research
initiative.
My dissertation topic, a correlational study of servant leadership qualities of educational leaders,
organizational culture, and student achievement, will require me to gather data from school leaders and
faculties. I am writing to request your participation, which would involve completion of a brief survey.
I would appreciate your completing the enclosed teacher survey at your earliest convenience. Please seal
the envelope and return it to the individual who has been designated to administer the survey tool. The
timeliness of your response will enable me to utilize the data gathered from you and your colleagues at
your school in my research. Please be assured that all information (including names of districts, schools,
and individual teachers) will be kept strictly confidential and will not be identified in the final report.
Your assistance in my research is greatly appreciated. I fully recognize your busy professional schedule.
The data resulting from the surveys is important, and may provide new insights into improving educational
leadership and increasing student achievement.
Thank you in advance for your valuable input.
Sincerely yours,

Joseph R. Hill
Jefferson High School Principal
Alexandria, Mn 56308
jrhill@alexandria.kl2.mn.us
320-762-7772
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership
University of North Dakota
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Appendix E
Principal Cover Letter

3900 East Burgen Rd. S.E.
Alexandria, MN 56308
October 3,2006

Principal
High School
School Street
City, MN, Zip Code
Dear Colleague,
Thank you for your willingness to participate in my research. Attached please find your principal survey
(light yellow) and faculty surveys (white). I have also attached a letter addressed to your faculty that may
serve useful. I am sending the survey materials directly to you and would encourage you to utilize a
designee to ensure the ethical and objective reliability of the data gathering process. Please be assured that
the surveys are anonymous and all information (including names of districts, schools, and individual
teachers) will be kept strictly confidential.
Your assistance in this study is greatly appreciated. I fully recognize the busy professional schedules of
both school administrators and teachers. The 60-question survey will require a short time to complete but
may yield data of great importance to educational leaders by providing new insights into the principal and
teacher’s role in increasing student achievement. I would be happy to provide you with a copy of my final
report should you so desire.
To ensure inclusion of your school’s survey data in my study, I would appreciate the surveys being
returned to me in the self-addressed stamped envelope I have provided no later than Friday, February 9th,
2007.
Thank you in advance for your assistance in my research.
Sincerely yours,

Joseph R. Hill
Jefferson High School Principal
Alexandria, Mn 56308
Jhill@alexandria.kl2.mn.us
320-762-7772
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership
University of North Dakota
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Appendix F
Letter from Minnesota Department of Education

Department
/E d u c a tio n

November 20,2006

To Whom It May Concern:
On behalf o f the Minnesota Department or Education (MDB), I am pleased to support Joseph Hill
(Lighthouse High School Partner) in his research on educational leadership characteristics and their
relationship to student achievement and engagement.
At the Lighthouse High School meeting in August, many teams determined that the High School Survey
o f Student Engagement (HSSSE) provides a wealth o f data and raises questions and possibilities that
have yet to be fully explored. Mr. Hill’s intends to study the connection between site leadership
behaviors, student performance measures (M.C. A. scores), and student engagement measures (HSSSE
findings), with the goal o f identifying file leadership behaviors that positively affect student achievement
and engagement.
B y your voluntary involvement, you Will assist Mr. Hill in his effort to highlight effective leadership
practices. He w ill be contacting you to seek written permission from your site.

Sincerely,

Sally Wherry, Ed.D.
Supervisor o f High School Initiatives
Minnesota Department o f Education

15C0 Highway 36 West, Roseville. MN 55113-42SS 651-582-8200
e d u c a tio n .sta te .m n .u s
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Appendix G
SPSS Analysis to Research Questions
1. To what extent do school princ ipals exhibit servant leadership behaviors and attitudes
in their leadership based on their own perception and as perceived by their respective
faculty members?
Table 3. Servant Leadership Scores.
SE1IVANT LEADERSHIP SCORES
Faculty
School Principal
School Principal
Faculty
School
Perceived
Self Score Response
Perceived
Self Score
Code
Response
Response - SLS
- SLS %
Response
SLS %
SLS
SI
181.00
67.03%
167.00
61.85%
S2
209.00
74.27%
77.41%
201.00
S3
218.00
216.00
80.17%
80.74%
S4
73.69%
199.00
235.00
87.04%
76.26%
S5
206.00
229.00
84.81%
212.00
78.53%
S6
215.00
79.63%
68.99%
67.41%
S7
182.00
186.00
87.86%
S8
237.00
250.00
92.59%
Note: SLS =: Servant Leac ership Score; Scores and percentages are out of 270.00

2. How do school principals and their faculty perceive the school’s organizational
climate at their respective high schools?
Table 4. Climate Scores.
CLIMATE SCORES
School Principal
School Principal
Self Score Response Self Score Response
- CS %
-CS

Facuk^
Faculty
Perceived
Perceived
Response
Response
CS%
CS
68.86%
21.00
60.00%
18.00
SI
88.81%
27.00
100.00%
S2
30.00
88.87%
27.00
93.33%
28.00
S3
24.00
90.00%
81.11%
S4
27.00
76.59%
76.67%
23.00
23.00
S5
26.00
86.27%
93.33%
28.00
S6
23.00
77.09%
76.67%
23.00
S7
28.00
94.35%
100.0%
30.00
S8
Note: CS = Climate Score; NR = no response; NA not applicable; Scores and percentages
are out of 30.
School
Code
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3. What is the relationship among the school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and faculty perceptions of the school’s organizational culture?
Table 5. Servant Leadership and Climate Score Relationship.
SERVANT LEADERSHIP SCORES and CLEMA1fE SCORE RELAT[ONSHIPS
School
Faculty
School Principal
School Principal
Faculty
Code
Perceived
Perceived
Self Score
Self Score
Response
Response
SLS
SLS %
CS%
CS
SI
21.00
68.86%
181.00
67.03%
S2
88.81%
27.00
201.00
74.27%
88.87%
S3
27.00
216.00
80.17%
24.00
81.11%
S4
199.00
73.69%
23.00
76.59%
S5
76.26%
206.00
26.00
86.27%
S6
78.53%
212.00
23.00
77.09%
S7
186.00
68.99%
94.35%
28.00
S8
237.00
87.86%
Note: SLS = Servant Leadership Score; Scores and percentages are out of 270. CS =
Climate Score; Scores and percentages are out of 30.
4. What is the relationship between the school principal’s servant leadership
characteristics and student achievement?
Table 6. Servant Leadership Scores and Student Achievement
SERVANT LEADERSHIP SCORES AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
2006 MCA II
2006 MCA n
School Principal
School
Sum
Score Math
Sum Score
Principal and
and Faculty Total
Reading
Faculty Total
SLS
SLS %
40.00%
66.50%
181.00
67.03%
SI
35.56%
61.94%
74.27%
S2
201.00
61.38%
27.82%
80.17%
216.00
S3
79.84%
48.88%
73.69%
S4
199.00
15.53%
51.92%
76.26%
206.00
S5
30.00%
74.86%
78.53%
212.00
S6
69.38%
26.67%
68.99%
186.00
S7
55.84%
20.14?/o
87.86%
237.00
S8
Note: SLS = Total Servant Leadership Score (Principal and Faculty); scores and
percentages are out of 270. MCA II Sum Scores indicate percentage of students scoring
at level 3 or above (on a scale of 1 to 5).
School
Code
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5. What is the relationship among principal and faculty perceptions of the school’s
organizational culture and student achievement?
Table 7. Climate Scores and Student Achievement
TOTAL CLIMATE SCORE AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
School Principal
School
2006 MCA II
2006 MCA II
and Faculty Total Principal and
Sum Score Math
Sum Score
CS
Faculty Total
Reading
CS%
SI
21.00
68.86%
66.50%
40.00%
S2
27.00
88.81%
61.94%
35.56%
S3
27.00
88.87%
27.82%
61.38%
S4
24.00
81.11%
79.84%
48.88%
S5
23.00
76.59%
51.92%
15.53%
S6
26.00
86.27%
30.00%
74.86%
S7
23.00
77.09%
69.38%
26.67%
S8
28.00
94.35%
20.14%
55.84%
Note: CS = 1total Climate Score (Principal and Faculty); scores anc percentages are out
of 30. MCA II S um Scores indicate percentage of students scoring at level 3 or above
(on a scale of 1 to 5).
School
Code

6. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the school
leader’s degree of servant leadership characteristics?
Table 8. Servant Leadership and School Demographics.
SERVANT LEADERSHIP AND SCHOOL DEMOGRAPFncs
Total Principal
School
Years of Service in
Total Number of 10-12
and Faculty SLS
Current Principal
Grade Students
Code
Position
181.00
SI
9
1,226
21
201.00
S2
432
216.00
S3
4
441
199.00
S4
10
1,271
206.00
380
S5
2
582
212.00
S6
5
186.00
2
451
S7
247.00
525
S8
8
Note1 SLS = Servant Leadership Score; Scores are out of 270.
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7. How do demographics related to the identified school principal predict the school’s
degree of the school’s organizational culture?
Table 9. Climate Scores and School Demographics
CLIMATE SCORES AND SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS
Total Principal
School
Total Number of 10-12
Years of Service in
and Faculty CS
Code
Grade Students
Current Principal
Position
21.00
SI
1,226
9
27.00
S2
432
21
27.00
S3
441
4
24.00
S4
1,271
10
23.00
S5
380
2
26.00
582
S6
5
23.00
451
S7
2
28.00
S8
525
8
Note: CS = Climate Score; Scores are out of 30.
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Appendix H
Minnesota Lighthouse High Schools Invited to Serve
this Research Project
GFW High School
Gibbon, MN

Mora Public Schools
Mora, MN

Hmong Academy
Minneapolis, MN 55411

Mound Westonka High School
Minnetrista, MN

Irondale High School
New Brighton, MN

Patrick Henry High School
Minneapolis, MN

Jefferson Senior High School
Alexandria, MN

Pine City Junior-Senior High
Pine City, MN

John F. Kennedy High School
Bloomington, MN

St. Peter High School
St. Peter, MN

Long Prairie-Grey Eagle High School
Long Prairie, MN

Thief River Falls High School
Thief River Falls, MN

Moorhead High School
Moorhead, MN

Waubun High School
Waubun, MN
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